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This practice-as-research project investigates pluralistic approaches to the construction of 
place through art-making. I propose ‘place-making’ as a theory of practice which aims to 
encourage artists and practitioner-researchers to challenge dominant socio-spatial 
configurations (based on positivist-inspired connotations of fixity, stillness, and closure) 
and, simultaneously, generate mobile and embodied ones – by critically and creatively 
exercising a self-reflexive ethical-political form of agency in space. This perspective 
follows the understanding that place is a temporary product of multiple relations and 
practices, always in process and under negotiation, upon which its openness to the future 
can be envisaged (Massey, 2005). Place-making thus refers to a cultural (artistic) approach 
to the construction of place which can enable a multi-located ‘sense of place’; that is, the 
emergence of inclusive cartographies of socio-spatial relations. This implies confronting 
hegemonic ideas of socio-spatial ordering and control (based on exploitation, 
commodification, and exclusion), and creating new ethical-political modes of engagement 
with art-making which convey the multiple interrelated, processual, and unpredictable 
features of the production of place. Therefore, the theoretical model of place-making that I 
advance critically interrogates aspects of the production, performance, occupation, and 
transformation of place in relation to processes of art-making. This task is approached by 
looking at the spatial production of mobile and temporary geographies, the spatial 
performance of friendship in artistic collaboration, the spatial occupation of cultural 
resistance through alliance-making, and the spatial transformation of a feminist ethics of 
translocality, both in my own artistic practice (six artworks) and that of other practitioners 
(Lina Saneh & Rabih Mroué, Yael Ronen & Ensemble, Ivana Müller & Bojana Kunst, The 
Freedom Theatre, and Cecilia Parsberg). Based on a situated dialogue between practice and 
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transdisciplinary spatial theory, this project offers an epistemological framework for 
envisioning and enacting pluralistic futures of belonging in/through art-making.  
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[E]ven for those who do not roam so far, or even those who remain “in place”, 
place is always different. Each is unique, and constantly productive of the new. 
The negotiation will always be an invention; there will be need for judgement, 
learning, improvisation; there will be no simply portable rules. Rather it is the 
unique, the emergence of the conflictual new, which throws up the necessity for 
the political (Massey, 2005: 162).  
 
The above quotation belongs to For Space (2005), feminist geographer Doreen Massey’s 
homage to place; in it, Massey presents a thorough examination of the concept of place, an 
evocative analysis of its uniqueness, and an alternative, counter-hegemonic, approach to 
place’s political potential. A potential which for Massey resides in place’s ongoing 
production and unpredictability – as opposed to its hegemonic connotations of fixity, 
stillness, and closure – and, therefore, in its openness to the future. She writes, ‘Only if the 
future is open is there any ground for a politics which can make a difference’ (2005: 11). 
This future, then, is open only if place is understood as a temporary product of multiple 
relations and practices, always in process and under negotiation.  
 
Throughout my artistic practice, I have explored and investigated a large number of ‘spatial 
practices’ or ways of creatively working with, thinking about, and sensing space. From 
embodying lines of abstract movement whilst physicalizing dance sequences, to 
representing ways of walking and moving in everyday life, to devising site-specific 
performances for sites such as launderettes, parks, mini-buses and hotel rooms, and in 
developing spatial strategies to integrate digital spaces in telematic and live-video 
performances, I have repeatedly used space as catalyst for creating artwork. As a 
consequence of space’s pervasiveness in my artistic work, and through the practices of 
observing, locating, moving and positioning involved, I became accustomed to the idea that 
devising work in close relation to space is a common task for artists, an indispensable one 
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even. The conditions that originally prompted such reasoning (and its corresponding artistic 
outputs) have shifted, and renewed ideas about space and place motivate and justify the 
thesis at hand, as I outline below. However, those initial circumstances are not totally 
obsolete; those preliminary instances of a spatially driven art-making keep on reappearing, 
each time informing my practice in different ways, each time conditioning my 
understanding of place in new ways. This mutability echoes space’s own instability. Space 
is not stable, nor is the context of its ongoing production.  
 
In this practice-as-research project, I use the idea of place’s ongoing socio-political 
construction – of its potential openness to the future – as the departing point from where I 
analyse a range of scholarship and artworks (including my artistic practice and a series of 
examples of other practitioner’s practice), and develop a theory of ‘place-making’. In my 
use of the term, place-making is a critical approach to art-making, and to the connections 
between artistic and everyday practices; in other words, place-making is a practice 
concerned with the role of socio-spatial relations and their politics in contemporary culture. 
The theory of practice (of place-making) that I advance in this thesis consists in a set of 
propositions intended to prompt artists to develop their own critical methodologies; 
together, these propositions offer the means to conceive possible implications of specific 
processes of art-making in the construction of place – in the production, performance, 
occupation, and transformation of places that are open to the future. Thus, the kind of place-
making that I elaborate on is a theoretically informed model of practice; it is a critical 
framework for questioning hegemonic socio-spatial configurations and, simultaneously, 
creating and enacting alternative ones.  
 
I argue that art practices engaged with the interrelationship between critical ideas of 
space/place and their mobile spatiality have the potential for resisting prescriptive, 
	 14	
normative, and conservative spatial formulations based on essentialist ideas of spatial fixity. 
This argument follows the work on human geography developed by Doreen Massey and 
Tim Cresswell. Specifically, Massey’s (2005) relational and Cresswell’s (2013) mobile 
approaches to the politics of space and place will guide my examination of the kinds of 
counter-hegemonic places which can be produced, performed, occupied, and transformed 
by artistic practices of place-making; and, simultaneously, the kinds of non-essentialist 
socio-spatial relations which might produce, perform, occupy, and transform place by 
developing temporary, contingent, and processual approaches to the socio-political 
construction of place. Hence, all artworks/artistic practices discussed in this thesis engage 
with place in ways defined by Massey – as specific spatial arrangements, culturally and 
historically located; permeable and constantly changing. Moreover, all practical examples 
analysed in this research project give shape, alongside a wide range of theoretical material, 
to a theory of practice that aims to guide artists and practitioner-researchers in their pursuit 
of inclusive and progressive ways of working with space/place.  
 
The theory of place-making that I put forward comprises a set of principles which seek to 
assist the development of accountable ethical-political modes of engagement with art-
making based on a multi-located ‘sense of place’. Therefore, I propose a theoretical 
framework which implements a transdisciplinary and mobile conception of praxis. That is, 
in this thesis, theory and practice (alongside art-making and everyday practices) are 
understood as co-constitutive. Furthermore, the thesis follows and builds on my own 
epistemic journey through interrelations between theory and practice, and art-making and 
everyday practices, from 2012 (when I first started this project as a part-time student) until 
2017. Thus, underpinning the project’s focus on praxis – on the relationship between 
thought and processes of ‘making’ – is the exploration of modes of knowledge production, 
and their implications for an inclusive approach to the construction of place. In other words, 
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this project revolves around the potentially progressive politics of a mobility-driven 
understanding of knowledge formation, of epistemology. My interpretation of epistemology 
is inspired by social and legal theorist Boaventura de Sousa Santos’ (2010) work on the 
‘epistemologies of the south’ – on the importance of recognising the epistemological 
diversity of the world, the different ways of knowing by which social experiences are 
constituted, so that the comprehensibility of social practices can be more inclusive. In this 
regard, my research project is concerned with the interplay between mobility and 
knowledge. Considering how knowledge travels and transforms however, implies that this 
thesis’ outline is also founded upon the chronological accretion of my findings. Specifically, 
my engagement with a processual and cumulative approach to knowledge production means 
that this thesis provides an ongoing renewal of its theoretical frames, which translates into 
each chapter offering additional theoretical paradigms which expand and reformulate the 
previous ones. Before reporting on how I adopt some of Massey’s and Cresswell’s concepts 
for developing a theory of practice for artistic place-making, I describe how the term place-
making is used in other contexts. 
 
Making places: different approaches to place-making 
 
Place-making (or placemaking) is a prevalent term mainly in the field of geography 
(primarily in the context of tourism studies) but also in architecture and urban planning, 
typically introduced as an approach to the design of public spaces, and in relation to 
processes of regeneration, urban development, and urbanization.1 Yet, these processes of 
spatial transformation, which often involve the commodification of space through the 
normalisation of codes of spatial conduct (and/or the privatisation of public space) not only 
                                                        
1 The recent Design Companion for Planning and Placemaking by Urban Design London (2017) for 
example, provides practical advice around the implementation of UK national policies like the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).   
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are considered significant mechanisms for the construction of physical spaces but also for 
the identity of places.2 In this way, spatial redevelopment is perceived to benefit from some 
degree of involvement of local residents and communities – something that architects Lynda 
H. Schneekloth & Robert G. Shibley (1995) examine in Placemaking: The Art and Practice 
of Building Communities. Landscape architect Jeffrey Hou (2013) further explores 
community involvement in Transcultural cities: border crossing and placemaking; 
specifically the ways in which movement and migration have an import on the making of 
communities and neighbourhoods. Considering the role of urban designers and planners in 
supporting diverse communities, Hou proposes ‘transcultural placemaking’ as a framework 
that addresses  
the cultural trans-formation that takes place in urban places and through urban 
placemaking […] placemaking as a vehicle for cross-cultural learning, 
individual agency, and collective actions […] a framework that can guide the 
current practice of planning, design, and community development in the context 
of diverse cities and communities (2013: 7; original emphasis).   
 
This emphasis on the socio-political implications of cultural practices of place-making is 
helpful to understand how artistic processes can suggest positive and viable approaches to 
the ongoing construction of place. 
 
The focus on communities’ relationship with place (specifically, urban space) is also 
addressed by geographer David H. Kaplan (2017); in Navigating Ethnicity: Segregation, 
Placemaking, and Difference, Kaplan insists on how ethnicity (alongside nationality and 
race) is shaped by geographical arrangements, which have an impact on the identity (and 
consequent opportunities) of different socio-cultural groups. Urban planning scholars Pier 
Carlo Palermo & Davide Ponzini (2015) thus advocate in Place-Making and Urban 
Development: New Challenges for Contemporary Planning and Design for a rethinking of 
disciplinary paradigms, where spatial urban research is not merely concerned with technical 
                                                        
2 Sako Musterd & Zoltan Kovacs’ (2013) Place-making and Policies for Competitive Cities includes, as the 
title indicates, a study of urban policies that strengthen cities’ economic competitiveness.  
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or formal solutions but rather geared towards a critical review of the civic and social role of 
urban planners and designers.3  
 
So, whilst place-making is a popular concept, its prolific usage can indicate very different 
understandings of the practices involved, including contradictory perspectives on its 
purposes. Geographer Alan A. Lew (2017) distinguishes between two broad applications of 
the concept of place-making: one associated with culture, and the ways in which people 
attribute meaning to space/place (similar to my use of the term); and a ‘top-down 
professional design’ approach aimed at conditioning people’s behaviour and perception of 
a place, and mainly employed in studies of urban planning and architecture. Interestingly 
though, while most research on tourism follows the second meaning, the other, and fewer, 
geographical studies refer to the cultural, ‘sense of place’, dimension of place-making (Lew, 
2017).4 Because the intentional (and functional) ‘top-down’ approach mainly seeks to 
produce revenue by magnetising investment and tourism, it becomes necessary to develop 
a strong brand image around the cultural identity of a certain place (Lew, 2017). Indeed, for 
urban landscape theorist Ronald Lee Fleming, placemaking is based on the integration of 
public art into the cityscape; in The art of placemaking: interpreting community through 
public art and urban design, Fleming (2007) identifies four tools of placemaking 
(orientation, connection, animation, and direction) for establishing urban-design principles 
which can enhance the connection to place and, thus ‘improve’ people’s experience of 
public space.    
 
                                                        
3 In Geography As a Tool for Developing the Mind: A Theory of Place-Making, geographer Robert David 
Sack (2010) suggests place-making as a tool for collective action, for developing a ‘self-reflective 
consciousness’ which can serve as basis of establishing a relationship between the self, society, and nature.  
4 Lew (2017) states that in his review of 62 publications that refer to place-making (or placemaking), 
tourism was the main focus (43.5%).   
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Amongst processes of urban redevelopment, gentrification (often accompanied by 
speculative real estate practices) assigns an instrumental role to culture, especially to 
contemporary art (including in raising real estate values); something that art theorists Emily 
Eliza Scott & Kirsten Swenson (2015) acknowledge in their study of artist’s engagement 
with the politics of land use. In Critical Landscapes: Art, Space, Politics, Scott & Swenson  
describe how regeneration and tourism are the means through which spatial coherence is 
enforced, and suggest that such hegemonic processes of spatial organisation are frequently 
based on exclusion and marginalisation, as well as the displacement of poorer communities. 
As a consequence, and with spatial conduct fully inscribed within power relations (and their 
structuring of places), unequally distributed development becomes endemic to 
globalized advanced capitalism, whereby the landscape is organized according 
to strategic targeting by capital, and violence (to land, humans, and nonhumans) 
is often shifted from one place to another, and in the process further from 
common view. This type of relational thinking quickly brings questions of 
justice to the fore (Scott & Swenson, 2015:10). 
 
With questions of justice brought ‘to the fore’, it becomes crucial to think about the relations 
between art practices and place within a broader theoretical landscape; specifically one 
which pays attention to the ethical-political implications of place-making. I argue that we 
need to develop cultural practices of place-making outside of the hierarchical values 
imposed by hegemonic ‘top-down’ approaches to place and spatial relations; this would 
help us move away from a co-opted version of culture (mainly, but not exclusively, 
exercised through public art and/or corporate commissions), and its constrained relationship 
with urban space (and architecture), in fulfilling commercial agendas and policies of urban 
planning inspired by neoliberal ideologies.5 Indeed, to adopt a relational spatial thinking – 
where questions of justice are made visible – means to consider the multiple interrelated, 
                                                        
5 Theatre and performance scholar Jen Harvie (2013) discusses ‘fair’ models of ‘socially turned art and 
performance practices’. In Fair Play: Art, Performance, and Neoliberalism, Harvie importantly explores 
‘current social tensions between, on the one hand, principles of social equality, social justice and democracy 
and, on the other, neoliberal capitalism, merit/plutocracy and selfish individualism’ (2013: 4).   
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processual and mobile features of the production of place; it means approaching place-
making in a counter-hegemonic, inclusive, way.  
 
An artistic practice of place-making 
 
In this thesis, I re-appropriate the geography-led term place-making to describe an 
alternative cultural (artistic) approach to the construction of place. Specifically, I employ 
place-making to designate a praxis based on a critical set of principles which aim to support  
the development of counter-hegemonic spatial politics through art-making.6 For the practice 
of place-making, confronting hegemonic ideas of socio-spatial ordering (based on 
exploitation, commodification, and exclusion) corresponds to reflecting on and exposing 
the socio-political impact of normalised features which condition spatial relations and 
prevent ethical concerns from having a prominent role in the making of places. Intervening 
in dominant spatial conditions also amounts to creating alternative modes of engagement 
with art-making, devising accountable ethical-political spatial configurations. Therefore, 
this practice-as-research project is concerned with identifying existing, and creating new 
approaches to, art-making that follow ideas of spatial interconnectedness and 
interdependency.   
 
My motivation to creatively and critically explore counter-hegemonic relations of socio-
spatial interconnectedness and interdependency, their practices, meanings and values, 
springs from my belief that processes of cultural production, and art-making in particular, 
bear the potential to generate progressive and democratic places of shared power and 
responsibility, and thus to activate pluralistic understandings of place. This is particularly 
                                                        
6 I use ‘praxis’ and ‘practice’ of place-making interchangeably. Often, I also use the plural form ‘practices’ 
to strategically allude to the various disciplines and media involved in the model of place-making that I 
propose; I provide further information on my use of the terms below.  
	 20	
important for the overall purpose of this project: to contribute (within and beyond artistic 
and academic circuits) to socio-spatial justice – to a more equitable socio-spatial 
development and ethical distribution of access to resources (including space/land). In a 
context of hegemonic neoliberal capitalism (with pervasive transnational reach and impact), 
which persistently aggravates socio-economic rifts, it is crucial that cultural practices of 
place-making actively instigate and exercise ethical principles of social justice and care.7 
These are, broadly, the principles that guide my own artistic practice, as well as the selection 
and theoretical examination of other artists’ artworks and artistic processes, such as the work 
of Lina Saneh & Rabih Mroué, Yael Ronen & Ensemble, Ivana Müller & Bojana Kunst, 
The Freedom Theatre, and Cecilia Parsberg. Each one of these practical examples testifies 
to main features of place-making. Moreover, together, these examples create a path for the 
practice of place-making: their cartography suggests a possible future of co-belonging 
enacted through art-making. Accordingly, in this thesis I address European and Middle-
Eastern examples of art-making that, in my view, counteract neoliberal capitalist ideologies 
and their dominant economic policies (based on individualism, global and unregulated 
capital flows and financial markets, minimum state intervention, exponential expansion of 
multinational corporations, and meritocracy); and, in their place, propose inclusive and 
pluralist conceptions of place and social relations. In other words, this thesis is concerned 
with (the analysis of) progressive spatial change through a theoretical model of practice, the 
artistic practice of place-making.      
 
The apparent vagueness of the compound ‘practice of place-making’ moreover, seeks to 
accommodate within performance studies the development and analysis of various art 
practices, methodologies, and artworks, which are guided by a critical exploration of the 
processes involved in the cultural and socio-political making of places. The plural form of 
                                                        
7 In one of its most recent approaches to profit (through warfare), neoliberal global policies exploit the 
insurance and infrastructural reconstruction of areas affected by disaster and war (Appadurai, 2013). 
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‘practices’ also appears throughout this thesis, and it follows an equally deliberate choice: 
that of reminding the reader that the practice of place-making that I propose is not restricted 
(theoretically and artistically) to any particular discipline, media, format, authorship or 
location.8 Yet, and without discarding the aesthetic significance of the artworks discussed 
in this thesis, my focus is on the creative exploration and critical examination of the relations 
of socio-spatial production in which works are imbricated (whether my own or other artists’ 
work). Particularly when collaboratively devised (as most examples are), these artworks’ 
creative processes also become the means to materialise spatial concerns, and act as sources 
of inspiration for the construction of place in everyday life. So despite the boundaries 
between, for example, activism and protest, community artwork, and conceptual art being 
at times extremely blurred and overlapping, the practices discussed do not engage in/with 
spatial relations by means of disciplinary-based approaches to socio-cultural practices or a 
didactic version of politics.9 Instead, what defines the artistic practice of place-making 
(regardless of its media/format/genre) is its critical approach to spatial politics, where artists 
openly foreground (with more or less obvious stances) an ethical-political concern with the 
spatial conditions which inform their practices – by creatively exercising a self-reflexive 
ethical-political form of agency in space.  
 
By exploring and analysing some of the ways in which artistic processes can generate 
inclusive and progressive spatial practices, meanings and values, this thesis aims to 
contribute to a more complex and nuanced understanding of the relation between 
contemporary art-making and socio-political change. Importantly, such multifaceted 
                                                        
8 Throughout the development of my analysis, I incorporate some of the principles of place-making into its 
nomenclature with the purpose of emphasising the particular feature under discussion; for example, I refer to 
‘collaborative practices of place-making’, or to ‘cosmopolitan practice of place-making’ to accentuate those 
specific dimensions of the framework of place-making.   
9 With the exception of the Playback Theatre examples presented in Chapter 3, which follow a different set 
of principles in accordance to their specific political agenda. For an account on ‘activist art’ see art historian 
and curator Nina Felshin’s (1995) But is it Art? The Spirit of Art as Activism. 
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understanding does not recognise the socio-political value of artistic production separately 
from its specific socio-political context; it rather insists on the intricacy and dynamism of 
culture’s links with the material and historical circumstances that form it, and to which it 
contributes. For this reason, I argue that artistic practices which acknowledge their socio-
political context, and the ways in which context shapes creative content and processes, are 
well suited to provide critical insights into counter-hegemonic spatial ideas and practices. 
My claim then, is that because the practice of place-making that I propose is based on 
processual and inter-relational ideas of place, it ought to engender alternative dialogic 
cartographies that bear models of social and ethical-political engagement which, in turn, can 
creatively disrupt dominant ideologies. Crucially, the practice of place-making envisioned 
in this thesis can enact a multi-located ‘sense of place’ and offer a pluralistic mode of 
approaching the construction of place through art-making. I argue, therefore, that the theory 
of place-making can provide artists and practitioner-researchers with a model for situating 
their artistic practice in relation to inclusive ideas of space/place. As such, I now review the 
main spatial ideas at stake in order to shed light on the theoretical underpinnings of the 
praxis of place-making.  
 
Expanded human geography: accounts of space and place 
 
The artistic practice of place-making is based on an anti-essentialist spatial understanding, 
which considers space and place as products of continuously shifting cultural, social, and 
material interrelations. The theoretical foundation for my development of the framework of 
place-making thus involves a transdisciplinary approach which springs from the critical 
analysis of spatial practices and knowledge formation that has recently been conducted in 
the field of human geography. This section provides then a geographic contextualisation of 
key spatial ideas for the artistic practice of place-making; specifically, how these are 
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interpreted by post-structuralist theories of practice within human geography. As Tim 
Cresswell puts it: ‘one way of thinking about poststructural geographies is as relational 
geographies […] we can think about the world as formed through the ways in which things 
relate to each other’ (2013: 218). Relationality is a crucial aspect of place-making; it informs 
the basis for conceiving space and place as specific spatial arrangements, culturally and 
historically located. For this reason, I draw on Doreen Massey’s relational approach to the 
politics of space and place. Massey advocates for ‘the practicing of place, the negotiation 
of intersecting trajectories; place as an arena where negotiation is forced upon us’ (2005: 
154; original emphasis). According to Cresswell, in Massey’s approach to space ‘inside and 
outside are no longer easy to identify […] forc[ing] us to think in terms of interdependence 
rather than insular identities’ (2013: 222). To recognise such level of spatial permeability 
means, for the model of place-making posited in this thesis, to produce provisional spatial 
understandings and to preserve their contingency through an explorative and reflexive 
practice.  
 
In order to evoke and enact progressive spatial relations, meanings and values, practitioners 
working with the practice of place-making critically participate in the spatial politics that 
both surround and constitute their art-making processes.10 Yet, I refer to the surrounding 
and constitutive spatial politics of place-making not because I recognise a split between 
them – on the contrary, and as pointed out above, following a relational conception of space, 
the inside and outside are entangled into one another (Cresswell, 2013) – but rather, to raise 
the issue of ‘scale’. The notion of scale is, according to Cresswell, frequently attached to 
the distinction between space and place: space is often associated with the global, and place 
with the local. This opposing duality easily instigates a vertical ordering of significance, 
which assigns to space and the global a leading position in the ranking: ‘the global, as a 
                                                        
10 I use the terms ‘spatial politics’ and ‘politics of space’ interchangeably.  
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scale, always appears to do more work than, and be more important than, the scales beneath 
it, despite the fact that anything that happens globally literally has to take place locally’ 
(Cresswell, 2013: 223). Therefore, the practice of place-making that I advance is a relational 
practice of locality, which aims at confronting the prioritization of global over local by 
focusing on processes of spatial interconnectedness and interdependency across various 
scales.   
 
The notion of space within the field of human geography has, nonetheless, changed 
considerably over time; according to Cresswell: ‘space was the favoured concept of spatial 
science – a positivist paradigm that reached its heyday in the 1970s’ (2002: 12). During that 
same decade however, humanist geographers also began to challenge the notion of space as 
abstract and deprived of meaning, advocating for place ‘as a site of authentic and rooted 
identity’ (Cresswell, 2002: 11).11 The shift from an emphasis on empty and geometric space 
into a renewed attention to place, which was characterised by the idea that place holds a 
bounded identity, was next confronted by ideas of mobility.12 Post-structuralism, and 
postmodern ideas in general, raised a strong critique to essentialist conceptions of place-
based identity (associated with stability, rootedness, and ‘authenticity’), and adopted 
mobility as a fundamental principle for geographic thinking. Nevertheless, criticisms of the 
generalisations advanced by concepts of mobility soon emerged; in an attempt to avoid 
simplifying the ways in which mobility is diversely produced, studies about the gendering 
of space, of its identity and its mobility, became particularly relevant – not only in the work 
of Massey (1994), but also in the writings of other feminist geographers like Geraldine Pratt 
(1999) and Gillian Rose (1993). Consequently, a transformed attention to place arose; one 
where place’s identity is seen as always in the process of becoming, and constructed through 
                                                        
11 The writings of Edward Relph (1976), and Yi-Fu Tuan (1977) are main cited examples. 
12 The work on post-colonial critique and migration by Edward Said (1994), and the work on spaces of 
postmodernity by Marc Augé (1995) are good examples of how mobility took a central position in humanist 
geography and relegated ideas of place to a secondary role.  
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ongoing practice – place understood as a lived space.13 In agreement with this line of 
thought, Massey proposes to consider the uniqueness of place through the relationship 
between place and space. Instead of conceiving the distinctiveness of place against the 
notion of a homogeneous global space, Massey suggests thinking of a ‘global sense of the 
local, a global sense of place’ (1993: 68); she notes that ‘the globalization of social relations 
is yet another source of (the reproduction of) geographical uneven development, and thus 
of the specificity of place’ (1993: 68). Massey’s insistence on the contextual specificity of 
the interconnectedness of spatial relations is a critical element for the theory of place-
making because it supports my intention of foregrounding the role of ethical-political 
concerns in the production of inclusive and progressive spatial relations. As such, in this 
thesis, I employ the term ‘space’ in broad contexts, and in reference to spatially extensive 
phenomena; and use the term ‘place’ more specifically (and more often), and in relation to 
the multi-layered (and multi-scale) character of concrete examples. Accordingly, I also 
retain the relational understanding that attributes to both terms an interchangeable 
importance regarding how they mutually affect and condition one another. As in the words 
of art critic and curator Lucy Lippard, ‘If space is where culture is lived, then place is the 
result of their union’ (1997: 10). Indeed, having cultural production as compass for the 
exploration and analysis of alternative modes of configuring socio-spatial relations 
highlights the specificity and uniqueness of the interconnections and entanglements 
between culture and place. After all, ‘we live inside an ensemble of relations that define 
emplacements that are irreducible to each other and absolutely nonsuperposable’ (Foucault, 
1998: 178).14 Culturally situated, the practice of place-making involves therefore a critical 
                                                        
13 Within the theories of practice, geographer and urbanist Edward Soja (1999) has developed a significant 
proposition: ‘Thirdspace’. Based on Henri Lefebvre’s Marxist philosophy of space as becoming (1991), Soja 
argues for a ‘trialectics of spatiality’ that includes space as perceived (‘Firstspace’), as conceived 
(‘Secondspace’), and as lived (‘Thirdspace’). ‘Thirdspace’ is practiced space but is also ‘a third possibility 
that works to break down the categorically closed logic of the “either-or” in favour of a different, more 
flexible and expansive logic of the “both-and-also”’ (Soja, 1999: 268).  
14 I want to mention philosopher Edward S. Casey’s important work on space and place; specifically, his 
discussion of ‘implacement’ as an ongoing cultural process, as a social form of acculturation. As Casey 
states: ‘Place, already cultural as experienced, insinuates itself into a collectivity, altering as well as 
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examination of the specific cultural, social, and material forces that place and space exert 
over one another. 
 
It is important to gain more insight into how the identity of space and place is co-produced 
by various cultural, social, and material power-relations in order to map the key 
characteristics of the practice of place-making. Within and across space, particular places 
are formed; for Massey, these are crucial sites of negotiation, as she explains: 
This, then, is a first move away from the universalising/essentialising 
propositions implicit in some of the evocations of the meaningfulness of place. 
It may indeed, further, be a crucial political stake to challenge and change the 
hegemonic identity of place and the way in which the denizens of a particular 
locality imagine it (2004: 6; original emphasis).  
 
It is necessary, then, to consider the relational construction of the identity of place in order 
to contest the discourses that suggest place as more significant than space (or vice-versa), 
and to move beyond dichotomous conceptions (of space/place, global/local, and 
time/space). Massey however, further describes place ‘as an ever-shifting constellation of 
trajectories [that] poses the question of our throwntogetherness’ (2005: 151). Place as a 
temporary coming together of different journeys, its co-existence of multiplicity, or its 
‘throwntogertherness’ is what poses, says Massey, ‘the question of our living together. And 
this question […] is the central question of the political’ (2005: 151). Similarly, for Lippard, 
‘Place is latitudinal and longitudinal within the map of a person’s life. It is temporal and 
spatial, personal and political […] It is about connections, what surrounds it, what formed 
it, what happened there, what will happen there’ (1997: 7). Thus, the theory of place-making 
that I propose seeks to challenge fixed, predictable and stable understandings of place and 
its identities, by instigating relational and subjective imaginings of place’s permanently 
shifting geographies.  
 
                                                        
constituting that collectivity. Place becomes social because it is already cultural. It is also, and for that same 
reason, historical. It is by the mediation of culture that places gain historical depth’ (2009: 31-32).   
	 27	
Performance studies’ moving spatiality 
 
A main characteristic of place-making is that its artistic practice engages with the politics 
of spatial relations both in terms of devising processes and creative outcomes. Therefore, 
my analysis of practical examples does not exclusively address a particular medium, artistic 
format or genre, but rather the ways in which places are produced, performed, occupied, 
and transformed through processes of art-making. The field of performance studies provides 
a favourable context for the analysis of practices of place-making; concepts of site-
specificity in particular, and ideas on the relationship between art-making, space, mobility, 
ethics, and politics, more broadly, offer the means to develop place-making as a theory of 
practice for approaching spatial issues through art-making in a counter-hegemonic way, as 
I explain in this section.  
 
Within performance studies, space has deserved multiple and differentiated attention; and 
includes research that ranges from architectural and material properties of spaces, to the 
analysis of the relationship between performance and the environment.15 This proliferous 
context importantly includes a wide-range of research on spatially driven practices; 
specifically, site-specific art (Kaye, 2000; Birch & Tompkins, 2012; Hodge & Turner 2012; 
Kwon, 2002; Wilkie, 2008 and 2012; Pearson, 2010; Rugg, 2010), and space in relation to 
multimedia performance (Dixon, 2007; Bay-Cheng et al., 2015; Parker-Starbuck, 2006; 
Auslander, 2008; Gorman, 2007; Giesekam, 2007). It is important then, to identify the 
                                                        
15 Scholarly work on space includes research on: theatrical venues’ architecture and design (Carlson, 1993; 
Strong, 2010), the relations between theatre and architecture (Rufford, 2014), theatre’s relationship to 
landscape (Fuchs & Chaudhuri, 2002), performance and theatre’s spatiality in cross-cultural Australia 
(Gilbert & Lo, 2007; McAuley, 2007; Tompkins, 2006), site-specific theatre in Canada (Houston, 2007), 
public art’s relationship with urban space (Miles, 1997; Deutsche 1996), contemporary spaces of public art 
(Doherty, 2015), theatre, performance and the city (Harvie, 2009; Whybrow, 2010 and 2011; Hopkins et al., 
2011; Hopkins & Solga, 2013), site-specific art, architecture, and criticism (Rendell, 2010), site-specific 
dance (Huter, 2015), feminist practices in architecture (Petrescu, 2006), space and gender in practices of 
camouflage (Levin, 2014), theatre and topology (Fischer-Lichte & Wihstutz, 2013), performance and place 
(Hill & Paris, 2006), theatre and archaeology (Pearson & Shanks, 2001), and theatre, art and ecology 
(Kershaw, 2007; Andrews, 2006). 
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perspectives on spatially oriented practices which might suggest productive insights for the 
practice of place-making and, concurrently, to assert the contribution of place-making as a 
critical framework which can overlap with, and potentially extend, the practice and analysis 
of site-specificity. The practice of place-making that I want to put forward calls for an 
expansive and interconnected view on spatial questions; specifically, it invites artists to 
engage with place by incorporating aspects beyond the artwork’s immediate relation with a 
particular site (and its material and socio-historical context). Consequently, the praxis of 
place-making might further extend current site-specific discussions in three main 
interrelated ways: by observing questions of spatial politics in artworks that fall outside the 
category of site-specific (and other site-related taxonomies), by looking at particular 
dialogic modes of art-making as sites of potential inclusive and progressive socio-spatial 
relations, and by considering place and issues of mobility outside a Western-centred 
geography of artistic production, and their implications for a global dimension of spatial 
interconnectedness and interdependency.  
 
I employ a nuanced and fluid understanding of the term ‘site-specific’, which follows theatre 
scholar Michael Mckinnie’s definition: ‘[artworks] that are consciously reflexive about their 
places of performance and trade on the distinctive qualities of those places vis-à-vis other 
places to achieve theatrical effect and affect’ (2012: 32; original emphasis). Although 
McKinnie’s analysis concerns ‘site-specific performance’ and, as already mentioned, my 
conceptualisation of practices of place-making is not confined to any particular medium, 
format or genre, his broad use of the term and emphasis on a relational understanding of the 
uniqueness of place serves well my argument for place-making as a theory of practice which 
can contribute to enlarge existing scholarship on site-specificity by offering a socio-cultural 
and ethical-political account of the kinds of places created by specific approaches to art-
making. My suggestion of focussing on the spatial politics involved in artistic processes 
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resonates with theatre and performance scholar Joanne Tompkins’ position on ‘place as a 
geographical site’ through which she claims that, ‘Studying site requires an understanding 
of politics and social production, since the control of place is determined by power 
structures well beyond topography’ (2012: 5). Indeed, the critical framework of place-
making intends to prompt artists to materialise the ‘sense of place’ that they envision and 
develop through the making of artworks – regardless of whether the work takes place in 
conventional art spaces and theatrical venues or not. By ‘sense of place’, I mean the ways 
in which practitioners conceive, enact, and reflect on the socio-political dimensions of their 
everyday spatiality. The socio-political potential of the praxis of place-making rests then on 
the imbricated intersections of place and culture in everyday life and artistic terms (by 
recurring to a combination of institutional and non-institutional forms of knowledge, and 
the merging of professional with personal relationships). As such, and in order to provide a 
counter-hegemonic perspective on how places can be constructed, practitioners of place-
making critically explore how their sense of place informs their art-making, and give shape 
to their questions and propositions through their media of choice – the examples addressed 
in this thesis span across the formats of performance lecture, site-specific performance, 
video, theatre, installation, objects, and proposals for interventions.  
 
The focus of my analysis is on ideas of place in connection with processes of art-making, 
and how progressive social and ethical-political forms of engagement can develop in 
relation to them. Within this outline, particular views on site-specificity invite further 
questioning. These include Joanne Tompkins’ call to ‘contribute to a nuanced understanding 
of the form, while also allowing for the contingency that it continues to require’ (2012: 4); 
and art historian Miwon Kwon’s suggestion to ‘reframe site specificity as the cultural 
mediation of broader social, economic, and political processes that organize urban life and 
urban space’ (2002: 3). Both positions are, in my view, advocating for an exploratory 
	 30	
approach to site-specificity, which engages with the multiple and mobile dimensions (and 
scales) of the construction of place. This is significant to understand the ways in which 
place-making, as a theory of practice, could help create pluralistic places through specific 
approaches to art-making, as I clarify.  
 
Most analyses of site-specific work within performance studies concentrate mainly on the 
qualities of the relation between artwork and site (or space/place). McKinnie (2012) 
identifies three recurrent ways of analysing the relationship between art and site: heterotopic 
(works where both physical and imaginary places are simultaneously put into play);16 
dialogic (the performance and its different theatrical components are put into dialogue with 
place); and palimpsestic or spectral (the performance engages with the spatial 
environment’s past use). Despite their differences, all these approaches have been used, 
McKinnie argues, to try ‘recalibrating that relationship [between performance and place] on 
less hierarchical and more interrogative terms than are usually found in spatially 
conventional performance’ (2012: 23). Nonetheless, according to McKinnie, certain 
performances capitalise upon spatial distinctiveness and use place in an acquisitive way that 
aims at privileging performance, rather than the other way around; in these cases a different 
analytical approach is required, one that looks at the cultural-economic aspects of what 
McKinnie calls ‘monopolistic performance’; these performances ‘produce their value by 
appropriating and trading self-consciously on the non-replicable qualities of places 
according to a logic that is substantially economic’ (2012: 23). McKinnie’s analysis is 
centred on the economic appeal and spatial appropriation of Beth Steel’s performance Ditch 
(2010), a co-production between High Tide Theatre and the Old Vic, which was presented 
in the tunnels underneath Waterloo railway station in London, UK. For McKinnie, Ditch 
(2010) ‘appears’ to effectively solve issues of ‘theatrical efficacy’, private property, and 
                                                        
16 Generally based on Michel Foucault’s (1998; first published 1984) theory of heterotopic spaces, 
mentioned earlier. 
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disused urban space by creating ‘productive’ spaces according to an economic (neoliberal 
capitalist) rationale. Although I do recognise the importance of addressing how site-specific 
commissioned work can be closely tied to urban development and cities’ international 
competitiveness, the practice of place-making that I advance seeks to promote a non-
exploitative way of engaging with place, and so a cultural-economic analysis of cities/urban 
spaces is not the most suited to this project.17 In fact, of crucial importance to the practice 
of place-making is to confront hegemonic (exploitative, commodified, and exclusionist) 
spatial relations by critically questioning the role of spatial narratives in contemporary 
cultural production. Hence, I propose examining practices of place-making in relation to the 
set of values and ethical principles that inform their artistic processes, and to which their 
artworks (which might be site-specific) give an aesthetic expression.18 In this regard 
however, the study of place-making can benefit from accounts of site-specificity which 
propose to unsettle dominant spatial politics and the narratives which express and reproduce 
them; something apparent, for example, in Kwon’s (2002) and Tompkins’ (2011 and 2012) 
models of analysis which I discuss in more detail in Chapter 1. 
 
In order to challenge dominant patterns of socio-spatial exploitation, commodification, and 
exclusion (inspired by neoliberal capitalist interests in boosting easy, immediate, private 
profit), practitioners of place-making attempt to generate opportunities for creatively and 
critically exposing the complexity of spatial politics and problematising their situated 
historical contexts. The practice of place-making could thus be seen as a location of critical 
                                                        
17 Both Mckinnie (2012) and Kwon (2002) warn about the negative implications for site-specific work that 
enacts cities’ sense of socio-cultural uniqueness, and ends up supporting their international promotional 
agenda. The assertion of ‘authenticity’ and ‘difference’ that is allocated to place for such marketing purposes 
of elevating their urban status becomes the image that artworks have to cultivate and reinforce. Ultimately, 
site-specificity in its most commoditised versions can actively depoliticise and gentrify places.  
18 Artist and academic Suzanne Lacy appropriately writes that ‘If […] artists are envisioning a new form of 
society – a shared project with others who are not artists, working in different manners and places – then the 
artwork must be seen with respect to that vision and assessed in part by its relationship to the collective 
social proposition to which it subscribes. That is, art becomes one’s statement of values as well as a 
reflection of a mode of seeing’ (1995: 46).    
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(and feminist) pedagogical praxis – as a place for the collective engagement with diverse 
knowledge practices, and the co-creation of learning approaches. This aspect is particularly 
important as it helps distinguish practices of place-making from other artistic approaches to 
spatially related issues. In my view, most cultural and artistic practices face major 
challenges of co-optation and manipulation of their ideas and intentions; not only through 
the inadvertent promotion, branding, and economic valorisation of spaces and corporations, 
as already noted; but also through the involuntary reproduction of oversimplified and biased 
narratives, particularly when working with/on behalf of groups or communities (for 
example, due to the uncritical appropriation of unfamiliar perspectives, insufficient or non-
existent transdisciplinary inquiry, or lack of located and self-reflexive deliberations). With 
the purpose of effectively challenging, instead of accidentally contributing to hegemonic 
ideologies of spatial exploitation, commodification, and exclusion, practices of place 
making aim to strategically support (and instigate) plural views in their critical journeys to 
improve socio-spatial justice at different scales. My suggestion is that such pluralism could 
be achieved by engaging with socio-spatial relations (with modes of artistic production) in 
a reflexive, inter-relational, and embodied way: by acknowledging the artist’s position in 
relation to other positions and their consequent distinct perspectives, and by not foreclosing 
possible contradictory and conflictual interpretations of the work, which can stimulate 
dialogue and responsiveness. In other words, the practice of place-making activates 
dialogical approaches to the negotiation of multiple viewpoints as means to promote an 
ethical-political commitment to a genuinely pluralistic and open-to-the-future spatial 
politics. Such pluri-vocal practice is evident, for example, in 33 rpm and a Few Seconds 
(2012) by Lina Saneh & Rabih Mroué, and in Common Ground (2014) by Yael Ronen & 
Ensemble. In contrast to McKinnie’s (2012) example of ‘monopolistic performance’, these 
two collaboratively devised theatre pieces (examined in Chapter 1 and 2, respectively), 
while not site-specific, are based on the negotiation of different, and conflictual, 
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standpoints; pluri-vocality can thus help preventing the (hegemonic) generalisation of the 
complexity of spatial politics involved in the construction of place through processes of art-
making and offer, instead, a pluralistic account which does not shy away from ethical issues.  
 
In considering a set of propositions for creating pluralistic approaches to the construction 
of place through art-making, I put forward a critical framework which contemplates an 
expansive geography of artistic production in order to productively challenge hegemonic 
paradigms of socio-spatial exploitation, commodification, and exclusion. As such, my 
examination of place-making encompasses non-Western examples of art-making so that the 
description and analysis of these practices can assist the theory of place-making in 
confronting dominant spatial constructs. In Birch & Tompkins’ edited collection of 
contributions to the study of site-specific performance, Tompkins acknowledges the 
absence of a ‘broader geographical footprint’ regarding the volume’s lack of coverage of 
productions outside the ‘non-English-speaking world’ (2012: 15). Although the framework 
of place-making is not limited to the production and analysis of site-specific artworks, its 
geographic layout calls for a more comprehensive view on spatial politics, which translates 
into addressing socio-spatial relations (and their contextual conditions and constrains) in 
other non-Western parts of the world.19 Therefore, the theory of practice that I advance in 
this thesis comprises examples of artworks created and/or presented both in Europe and the 
Middle East, specifically in Lebanon (analysed in Chapter 1) and in Occupied Palestine 
(analysed in Chapter 3 and 4, and in the Conclusion). Crucially, expanding the geographical 
scope of counter-hegemonic approaches to the construction of place through art-making can 
shed light on how differently located experiences of place and mobility (with Occupied 
Palestine as a notable example) variously shape the relationship between artwork/art-
making and site/space. According to Tompkins, ‘the exploration of site-specificity in other 
                                                        
19 Judith Rugg’s (2010) study of site-specific art includes works commissioned and/or displayed in China, 
Turkey, and different places in South America.   
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parts of the world will no doubt encompass both cultural landscape and cultural politics, 
and enhance the study of the form in the English-speaking Western world’ (2012: 15). By 
offering a less exclusionary and thus more nuanced geographical outline, the theory of 
place-making can, therefore, contribute to the study of site-specificity (and other spatially 
driven artistic practices), providing a framework for considering a wider, more inclusive 
dimension of the relation between socio-cultural landscape and spatial politics developed 
in/through art-making. This more comprehensive perspective entails integrating an equally 
wide provision of literature on questions of place and mobility. Indeed, in order to deliver a 
theory of practice which can respond to a ‘broader geographical footprint’ (Tompkins, 
2012) and, simultaneously, offer a relevant set of propositions for enacting a global 
dimension of spatial interconnectedness and interdependency, my study of place-making 
incorporates a constant reinvention of its epistemological framework in an attempt to reflect 
‘the epistemological plurality of the world’ (de Sousa Santos, 2010). In other words, the 
model of place-making that I propose follows (within the possibilities afforded by the 
format of a PhD thesis) a pluri-vocal theorisation of spatial politics – a transdisciplinary and 
mobile praxis.  
 
Transdisciplinary: the outcome of a mobile praxis  
 
As intimated above, in my examination of place-making I am concerned with cultural (artistic) 
approaches to the construction of place that articulate a pluri-vocal sense of being in the world. 
Correspondingly, the practice of place-making that I advance follows the understanding that 
places are built by endlessly changing social, cultural, economic, political, and material 
processes, as opposed to essentialist and positivist-inspired ideologies that consider the 
identity of places to be firmly stable, rooted, and ‘authentic’. Such inclusive and non-
essentialist perspective is in line with a mobile conceptualisation of place, and with the 
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departure from hegemonic and disciplinary-based accounts of spatial relations. A mobility-
driven approach to the analysis of place, Cresswell observes,  
brings together a diverse array of forms of movement across scales ranging from 
the body (or, indeed parts of the body) to the globe. These substantive areas of 
research would have been formerly held apart by disciplinary and 
subdisciplinary boundaries that mitigated against a more holistic understanding 
of mobilities (2010: 18).  
 
As this section seeks to assert, a mobile account of place actively invites a transdisciplinary 
theoretical framework for place-making. Although I dedicate part of Chapter 1 to mobility 
and its politics (Urry, 2007; Cresswell, 2010), I want to include here a brief description of 
how ideas of spatial mobility inform my transdisciplinary spatial theory of practice; and how 
mobile methods of research are indispensable tools to the analysis of practices of place-
making. This rationale aims to provide an understanding of how place-making can be 
considered through the lens of a transdisciplinary spatial framework, and how this mobile 
epistemology might be imbricated within a counter-hegemonic approach to the socio-political 
construction of place.   
 
Personal and subjective experiences of place are informed and conditioned by mobility, 
including that of others, their stories, of media and objects. The current growing rate of 
subjects, objects, and information on the move demands increasingly more intertwined 
forms of communication and analysis.20 Travel, transport and communication are, according 
to sociologist John Urry (2007) main topics around which various mobilities of diverse 
scales revolve and intersect. For Urry, these main topics suggest, in association to one 
another, a ‘mobility turn’ as they offer specific, and post-disciplinary, ways of looking at 
the space-time distribution of social, economic, and political relationships.21 Importantly, 
                                                        
20 For instance, current mobile technologies (and apps) are well-known examples of how different modes of 
transport and communication can be combined and articulated in a single device that further enhances the 
mobility of its already mobile user. 
21 Urry (2007) points out that other authors concerned with developing a mobile analysis of economic, 
social, and political relationships have greatly contributed to the ‘mobilisation’ of the current mobility turn; 
	 36	
this mobility turn also ‘emphasizes how all social entities, from a single household to large 
scale corporations, presuppose many different forms of actual and potential movement’ 
(Urry, 2007: 6). This distinction between actuality and potentiality is crucial to the analysis 
of spatial politics. Specifically, considering potentiality in relation to mobility significantly 
informs the critical analysis of spatial politics – it assists in identifying suitable 
methodologies to interrogate the multiple ways in which experiences of mobility are 
differently conditioned by physical, socio-political, economic, and cultural factors, amongst 
others. 
  
Writing about mobile methodologies, Urry et al. attest that ‘the term “mobilities” refers not 
just to movement but to this broader project of establishing a “movement-driven” social 
science in which movement, potential movement and blocked movement, as well as 
voluntary/temporary immobilities, practices of dwelling and “nomadic” place-making are all 
viewed as constitutive of economic, social and political relations’ (2011: 4). This all-
encompassing understanding of mobility provides the basis for the development of place-
making through a transdisciplinary theoretical approach. By incorporating a critical 
attentiveness to the ways in which various experiences and meanings of mobility are 
implicated in the construction of place, a mobility-driven epistemology importantly invites a 
situated, contextual, and interconnected approach to the study of place-making. 
Transdisciplinarity, with its multiple intersections of distinct disciplinary views becomes a 
key characteristic of the theory of place-making; it offers a manifold understanding of the 
spatial politics involved in the making of place, crucially epitomising the potential of place-
making to provide pluralistic approaches to the construction of place.   
 
                                                        
these include Simmel (1997), Deleuze & Guattari (1986), de Certeau (1984), Lefebvre (2004), Goffman 
(1971), Virilio (1997), Bauman (2000), Hardt & Negri (2000), and Thrift (2004).  
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Researching pluralistic approaches to the construction of place through art-making requires 
that I draw from several fields of knowledge. Consequently, in this research project, I not only 
employ feminist, postcolonial, and cultural theories of place as models of analysis to think 
through the ethical-political dynamics of socio-spatial relations, but I also draw from multiple 
disciplinary fields – including human geography, performance studies, art theory, social and 
political theory, critical pedagogy, and political philosophy – in order to address the complex 
spatiality of social relations in art-making.22 Through a critical and creative re-purposing of 
distinct disciplinary concepts and epistemologies – such as adopting perspectives on critical 
and feminist pedagogy (Giroux, and Crabtree, Sapp, & Licona) as guidelines for the 
examination of collaborative artistic practice (MacDonald), or applying philosophical notions 
of friendship (Friedman, and Nixon) for conceptualising the alliance-making potential of 
artistic collaboration (Gandhi, and Rose), or even developing a translocal (Brickell & Datta) 
cosmopolitan art practice (Appiah, and Meskimmon), based on responsibility (Young), care 
(Held, and Robinson), and a planetary sense of belonging (Braidotti) – the theory of practice 
(of place-making) that I propose can effectively contribute to the development of 
transdisciplinary knowledge.23 As physicist Basarab Nicolescu points out:  
transdisciplinarity concerns that which is at once between the disciplines, across 
the different disciplines, and beyond all disciplines […] This new knowledge is 
concerned with the correspondence between the external world of the Object 
and the internal world of the Subject. By definition, [transdisciplinary] 
knowledge includes a system of values (2008: 2-3).24  
 
                                                        
22 Art historian Claire Bishop asserts that ‘any art engaging with society and the people in it demands a 
methodological reading that is, at least in part, sociological’ (2012: 7). I want to add that the areas of study 
of place-making appear in different combinations throughout this thesis.  
23 Most of these scholars also work at the intersection of several disciplines; the majority develops theories 
of practice, and is involved in, alongside their theoretical (mostly feminist) work, pedagogical and/or activist 
projects. 
24 Nicolescu (2008) distinguishes between multidisciplinarity (the study of a topic through several 
disciplines), interdisciplinarity (the study of a topic through the transfer of methods across disciplines), and 
transdisciplinarity (a type of ‘in vivo’ knowledge that falls outside the framework of disciplines, and 
simultaneously involves a theoretical, phenomenological, and experimental transdisciplinary research); 
although recognizably different in nature, these approaches to knowledge production are combinable and not 
in opposition to each other.   
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Such explicitly inter-relational and mobile approaches to knowledge formation favour, in 
turn, the analysis of different processual approaches to art-making which can be 
materialised through various media (examples in this thesis include video, photography, 
collage, installation, dialogue, theatre, and performance). Therefore, the underlying post-
disciplinary approach of the ‘new mobilities paradigm’ (Urry, 2007) offers a productive 
reference for the transdisciplinary analysis of the multi-media practice of place-making. 
Urry declares that such a paradigm ‘is transformative of social science, authorizing an 
alternative theoretical and methodological landscape’ (2007: 18; my emphasis). For Urry, 
this ‘alternative’ landscape means that a multiplicity of perspectives, methods, and 
questions is encouraged when theorising the diversity of socio-spatial relations through the 
‘lens’ of mobility.25 As I see it, such a post-disciplinary approach is ‘transformative’ 
because, in promoting an exchange about socio-spatial relations across distinct forms of 
inquiry and branches of knowledge it activates and supports a mobile and relational sense 
of place. In other words, through a dialogical negotiation of multiple disciplinary views, 
transdisciplinarity supports my analysis of how cultural production (artistic practice) can 
contribute to the ethical-political construction of places that are open to the future.  
 
One main aspect of the transdisciplinary theory of place-making that I put forward is to engage 
geographical notions of place for conceiving modes of artistic production. In this context, it 
is relevant to mention cultural geographer Harriet Hawkins’s discussion about art-geography 
engagements, where she affirms that to look at how practices from both fields meet and 
overlap ‘is to appreciate an expanded base of inquiry that incorporates, and often reworks, 
[…] representational politics. [Such an expanded base can] affirm the place and value of the 
study of art within key disciplinary concerns’ (2012: 53). The redefinition of disciplinary 
                                                        
25 In her study, theatre scholar Fiona Wilkie (2015) makes use of geography, sociology, theatre and 
performance studies in order to address how theatre and performance practices engage with a set of different 
means of transport (including walking, railway, road, boat, and air travel), and how these inform distinct 
experiences of mobility.   
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borders and methodologies seems, then, a vital exercise for asserting a transdisciplinary 
epistemology for the practice of place-making within performance studies.26 Indeed, Hawkins 
continues, ‘blends of the critical and creative, the conceptual, aesthetic and stylistic, demand 
a reconfiguration of disciplinary spaces of knowledge production, critique and evaluation’ 
(2012: 66). Such reconfigurations are produced by establishing interconnections between 
diverse spaces of inquiry, but also, I want to add, by raising specifically situated insights into 
the forefront of the work’s analysis: the specific trajectories of the work’s mobile cartography 
of production. Despite examining a variety of thematic and methodological intersections of 
geography with art through an interdisciplinary approach, Hawkins calls for art practices ‘to 
be described as in process, always producing: worlds in progress, knowledge in the making, 
subjectivities to come’ (2014: 10). I argue, following from Hawkins, for a transdisciplinary 
exploration of the geography of making involved in the practice of place-making – a critical 
and self-reflexive investigation of the physical and symbolic places produced, performed, 
occupied, and transformed by specific processes of art-making, such as adopting relations of 
friendship for developing feminist modes of artistic collaboration (something I consider in 
depth in Chapter 2 through the analysis of my own collaborative practice). In my view, such 
a situated and embodied examination is also in line with the warning raised by theatre critic 
Jill Dolan against idealistic interpretations of interdisciplinarity or, for that matter, 
transdisciplinarity:  
Progressing away from old, entrenched disciplinary thinking toward 
interdisciplinary thought isn’t, in itself, a politically progressive move adequate 
to ensure the inclusion of more contents and methods. [Such uncritical and 
possibly imperialistic attempts] will prove appropriative unless they’re securely 
linked not just to new ways of seeing, but to new places and multiple identities 
(2001: 77).   
 
                                                        
26 Writing about creative methods of research in theatre and performance studies, Baz Kershaw & Helen 
Nicholson state that ‘anything coming as a result of performance is an effect of some sort of “trans-“. This is 
because any extra-disciplinary effects that significantly challenge established disciplinary boundaries will be 
produced by destabilising the binaries of existing as/is and epistemology/ontology configurations’ (2011: 7; 
original emphasis).  
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A self-reflexive and embodied attention to the specific spatial politics involved in artistic 
practices of place-making will be key then to understand and affirm the relevance of a 
transdisciplinary spatial theory for the analysis of their (situated) counter-hegemonic 
potential.  
 
My development of place-making, in the context of this practice-as-research project, cannot 
be confined to the borders of any particular discipline or disciplinary object, nor can it be 
investigated solely as part of the cultural, geographical, social, historical, or political 
dimensions of the construction of place.27 As such, this research project traverses 
disciplinary borders as an epistemological approach to the study of spatial politics through 
art-making; like Lippard, I too believe that:  
We have to know more about our relationships to each other, as part of the 
cultural ecology, to know where we stand as artists and cultural workers on 
homelessness, racism, and land, water, cultural, and religious rights, whether or 
not we ever work directly on these issues. Because they are linked, to be ignorant 
of one is to misunderstand another (1995: 118).  
 
The range of concerns involved in this thesis (with knowledge formation, artistic 
collaboration, cultural resistance, and cosmopolitanism, for example) not only ask for 
perspectives from multiple fields of study; they require equally transdisciplinary-sensitive 
theoretical methods. In order to question artistic processes of spatial production, performance, 
occupation, and transformation, the critical methodology that I follow overlaps feminism (and 
its various considerations of how gender and other social differences, and their hierarchies, 
are constructed and maintained) with critical theory (regarding how ideologies are culturally 
produced by a confluence of specific historically located socio-political and material 
conditions). Furthermore, my methodologies are also empirical – I embrace observation and 
personal experience for the description and examination of my artistic practice and the other 
                                                        
27 In his study of practice as-research (PaR), theatre scholar Robin Nelson importantly states, ‘PaR is likely 
to be interdisciplinary and to draw upon a range of sources in several fields; and, while it is not possible for 
a PaR student to equal the specialist in all disciplines drawn upon, the shortfall does not amount to a lack of 
thoroughness. Rigour in this aspect of PaR lies elsewhere in syncretism, not in depth-mining’ (2013: 34).  
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practical examples selected. Feminism importantly supports the project’s transdisciplinary 
and empirical approaches to the scrutiny of the kinds of socio-spatial relations involved in the 
examples of practices of place-making. By asserting the import of practical forms of 
knowledge production, and insisting on the pedagogical inseparability of theoretical and 
experience-based insights, feminism further provides me with the crucial ethical-political 
resources through which I can productively navigate across this research, both as practitioner 
and researcher.  
 
Holding the twofold position of artist and academic – or practice-based researcher – assists 
my argument for place-making as a theoretical model of practice which comprises a 
collection of propositions developed through a dialogic relation between practice and 
theory, and produced in the context of a practice-as-research (PaR) PhD. Indeed, my 
concern with developing a theory of practice derives from my own experience as an arts 
practitioner with a ‘vocational’ education. Following my undergraduate and postgraduate 
studies in Dance (always outside traditional university spaces/contexts), I completed a 
largely practical Master’s degree in Performance Making. Like most dancers/performers 
with similar artistic educational experiences, I worked professionally in different projects, 
companies, and collectives both during and after finishing my studies. When working 
professionally though, I realised that despite having accumulated significant practical, tacit, 
embodied, and technical knowledge, I lacked a model for questioning the modes of artistic 
production I was involved in, and for reflecting on my approaches to artistic research. 
Perhaps because during my lengthy education, substantial writing was never required, nor 
was the scrutiny of socio-cultural landscapes and the ways these condition art-making, I felt 
the need to shift the focus of my ‘practice’ and to look at other areas of scholarship for 
further knowledge. As a consequence, theory became crucial in helping me shape a critical, 
theoretically-informed framework which could assist my practice. The theory of place-
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making that I propose is, therefore, my contribution to bridge such a gap between 
practical/artistic knowledge and theoretical insights; it is my contribution to artists and 
practitioner-researchers interested in creating spatially driven artwork, and searching for a 
transdisciplinary framework to support the development of their own methodologies.  
 
The critical framework of place-making that I propose can be seen to complement existing 
literature on artistic practice and practice-as-research (Aston & Harris, 2008; Allegue et al., 
2009; Riley & Hunter, 2009; Freeman, 2010; Kershaw & Nicholson, 2011; Nelson, 2013; 
Barrett & Bolt, 2010; Smith & Dean, 2009). Specifically, this thesis offers a 
transdisciplinary model (of place-making) for approaching research on spatial issues 
through artistic practice. Yet, my project does not engage with the histories and politics of 
the relation between practice-as-research and the academia, questions of documentation, or 
with the discussion about, what theatre scholar Robin Nelson calls, the ‘schism in the 
Western intellectual tradition between theory and practice’ (2013: 5), at least outside the 
frame of pedagogical considerations which are relevant to place-making (addressed in 
Chapter 2). Nelson suggests that practice-as-research ‘involves a research project in which 
practice is a key method of inquiry and where, in respect of the arts, a practice (creative 
writing, dance, musical score/performance, theatre/performance, visual exhibition, film or 
other cultural practice) is submitted as substantial evidence of a research inquiry’ (2013: 8). 
Although I do not disagree with Nelson’s view, and indeed follow his understanding of 
‘praxis’ – ‘the possibility of thought within both “theory” and “practice” in an iterative 
process of “doing-reflecting-reading-articulating-doing”’ (2013: 32) – my practice-as-
research project does something different. This project advances a theory of practice in 
which the practice described and analysed provides the means to develop a theory or 
conceptual model of practice. As such, this thesis entails practical knowledge which is 
demonstrated both through practice and theory – the medium of expression that I selected 
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for this practice-as-research project is a combination of multi-media artistic practice and 
transdisciplinary theory. According to Nelson, in practice-as-research, practice ‘is at the 
heart of the methodology of the project and is presented as substantial evidence of the new 
insights’ (2013: 26). In the case of my project though, the research inquiry is based upon a 
dialogue between practice (artistic modes of spatial production, performance, occupation, 
and transformation conveyed through various media) and transdisciplinary theory; both 
practice and theory are at the heart of the methodology of my project and, together, they 
constitute evidence of new insights, of a transdisciplinary and mobile praxis which 
articulates research questions with research methods.   
 
My own experience of devising artwork with the aim of challenging dominant forms of 
interaction/production in art-making allows me to incorporate a first-hand account of how 
ethical-political forms of engagement with socio-spatial production, performance, 
occupation, and transformation can develop into a praxis of place-making. Further, adopting 
and interweaving different methodologies (creative and intuitive on the one hand, and 
critical and analytical on the other), and continuously reinventing their potential 
interconnections, encourages a kind of questioning that reflects place’s mobility – the 
complex (and often paradoxical) ways in which experiences and meanings of mobility give 
rise to various understandings of place. My development of the theoretical model of place-
making also suggests that to follow a situated and embodied approach to theorisation means 
that ‘coherence’ corresponds to the attempt to articulate artistic, personal, ethical and 
political goals. This is where human geography in particular, and social and political 
theories in general, are indispensable – to support my analysis of examples of place-making 
as possible ways of giving a particular (artistic) spatial expression to critical, situated, 
contextual, and embodied forms of socio-cultural intervention.  
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The feminist practice of critical reflexiveness informs the model of place-making that I put 
forward in this thesis. It is important therefore to acknowledge how the specific spatial 
context in which I have developed this research project also frames its structure and content. 
My experience as a female Portuguese national growing up in Porto and Lisbon, pursuing 
studies in London, and currently living in Berlin, determines how I perceive the socio-
cultural conditions which help defining my theoretical and artistic interests as well as the 
access to their material, political, and intellectual development. The privilege of having 
lived in several European capital cities (and voluntarily moved between them) as a white, 
middle-class, bisexual, able-bodied, childless, now late-thirties cis woman, not only has 
shaped the progress of my research, but it has also encouraged the written articulation of 
my feminist political convictions. My commitment to a feminist pedagogical praxis of 
ethical-political principles of equality guides this thesis’ ethos and its practice-based 
orientation; specifically, in keeping with a vigilant attitude regarding how social and ethical-
political modes of engagement and knowledge formation co-produce each other beyond 
artistic practice. Contested terms like ‘public’ and ‘private’ space, or city and home, to name 
just a few, carry various meanings within different feminist discourses (regarding various 
degrees of socio-political participation/exclusion), making apparent the discursive 
gendering of space – how gender is involved in defining the ways in which spaces are 
constructed, both materially and symbolically. Thus, in order to question the processes by 
which assumptions about, and practices of, spatial relations are created and maintained, it 
is critical to address how ‘difference’ is produced and manifested within gender-space-
power relations. Moreover, I do follow a feminist epistemological approach because 
subjective, empirical, and embodied viewpoints are particularly productive forms of 
(spatial) inquiry. Therefore, in Chapter 1, I argue that spaces are gendered through the power 
relations their practice involves; in Chapter 2, I apply feminism to relations of friendship as 
the basis for a pedagogically driven approach to artistic collaboration; in Chapter 3, I 
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analyse feminism in relation to processes of community-building and alliance-making; and, 
in Chapter 4, I discuss feminist ethics as an approach to a global dimension of shared 
responsibility and care. All of these methodologies exemplify how feminism is constructive 
in supporting the transdisciplinary and multi-media exploratory framework of place-
making. Specifically, feminism productively emphasises a self-reflexive and accountable 
reading of the ethical-political relations involved in specific processes of art-making, thus 
attesting to their potential counter-hegemonic pertinence.     
 
The project ahead  
 
According to the nature of this research – a practice-as-research project that examines my 
and other artists’ practices for developing a transdisciplinary and multi-media model of 
place-making – the material outcomes include an Artistic Portfolio (containing the visual 
documentation of my practice) and a written thesis of four interconnected chapters and a 
concluding chapter that demonstrates the main aspects of the praxis of place-making at 
work.28 Every chapter focusses on a particular site of inquiry – identified as ‘production’, 
‘performance’, ‘occupation’, and ‘transformation’ of place – through which a range of 
contemporary practical examples (a combination of practice-based artistic explorations and 
other artists’ practices) are critically analysed in relation to concerns relevant to the theory 
of place-making. Chapter 1, Production of place: mobile and temporary geographies, 
provides an account of place as event (Massey, 2005) and place’s mobility (Cresswell, 2010; 
Urry 2007), and argues for the importance of spatial narratives in foregrounding 
                                                        
28 I do include some visual documentation of my practice in this written thesis; however, most 
documentation is presented in a separate volume. I decided to present my practice separately because I did 
not find useful for the display of visual documents to be confined to the constraints of a written thesis, 
concerning protocols about structure, layout, presentation, and so on. Therefore, in the ‘Artistic Portfolio’, I 
follow an artistic approach to documentation, in the sense that the conceptual and creative choices I made 
about the assemblage and presentation of the practice are in accordance with the idea of documentation as an 
integral part of artistic practice, as an important trace of a research inquiry conducted both through theory 
and practice, and as another modality of the praxis of place-making.     
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relationality. The chapter also analyses how approaches to site-specificity (Tompkins, 2011; 
Kwon, 2002) and environmental presence (Giannachi, 2012) assist the production of a 
mobile and environmental geography. Chapter 2, Performance of place: a pedagogical 
account of friendship for artistic collaboration, examines processes of artistic collaboration 
(Kester, 2011; MacDonald, 2012) in relation to dialogue (Bohm, 1996), and questions of 
critical and feminist pedagogy (Giroux, 2000; Crabtree, Sapp, & Licona, 2009). This 
chapter considers artistic collaboration by also looking at the ethical-political dimensions 
of friendship (Friedman, 1993; Nixon, 2015) as a pluralistic approach to the performance 
of place. Chapter 3, Occupation of place: situating practices of cultural resistance, 
examines cultural resistance (Duncombe, 2002; Haedicke & Nellhaus, 2001) through 
specific Playback Theatre events (Rivers, 2015) created in Occupied Palestine, and in 
relation to issues of agency and socio-spatial change in the Middle East (Bayat, 2013). The 
chapter also addresses notions of community and belonging (Delanty, 2010; Yuval-Davies 
et al., 2007) alongside the spatial politics of alliance-making (Friedman, 1993; Gandhi, 
2006; Rose, 1997) in order to offer a pluralistic perspective of the occupation of place 
through place-making. Chapter 4, Transformation of place: a feminist ethics of 
translocality, proposes feminist ethics as a response to a global dimension of socio-spatial 
interconnectedness and interdependence. This chapter discusses critical ideas of 
cosmopolitanism (Appiah, 2006; de Sousa Santos 2006), followed by responsibility 
(Young, 2013) and ethics of care (Held, 2008 and 2015; Robinson, 2015). Throughout the 
chapter, I argue for a cosmopolitan art practice (Meskimmon, 2010) based on a translocal 
geography (Brickell & Datta, 2011) and a planetary sense of belonging (Braidotti, 2013) as 
key for the ethical transformation of place.  
 
The theoretical inquiry involves illustrating the practice of place-making by referring to 
both my artistic practice (visually documented mainly in the Artistic Portfolio) and that of 
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other practitioners. As such, in this thesis I describe and analyse six practice-as-research 
artworks (that I created between 2012 and 2017), alongside six other examples (artworks 
created by other artists between 2003 and 2016) – all of which are presented as instances of 
place-making, as practical examples which demonstrate an awareness of key issues for the 
development of the theoretical model of place-making. In this regard however, I do not 
claim to provide a comprehensive examination of other artists’ practices, or indeed 
artworks; given art-making’s complexity, the multiple and frequent alterations which 
constitute its processes of creative devising, my reading of other artists’ work might not 
correspond to how they understand or describe their own work. Therefore, the rationale for 
my choice of other artists’ examples of practice, though addressed in more detail in the 
context of their analysis, followed two main criteria. First, to point towards productive cases 
of practice which I was able to witness live (except for the video works accessible through 
the Internet), and thus address them from the standpoint of my own experience as audience 
member. Secondly, though accounts of practice that positively encapsulate aspects of place-
making are crucial to this project’s ethos, my selection also reflects transformative moments 
and aspects of my intellectual and artistic journey. That is, the examples provided (mostly 
produced by female artists) correspond to significant moments in my process of creating an 
epistemological cartography of place-making. Accordingly, Chapter 1 exemplifies the 
production of eventful, mobile, and environmental accounts of place through the 
performance-lecture Meet the event (2012), the site-specific performance Sidewalk (2012), 
and the work of Lina Saneh & Rabih Mroué. In Chapter 2, the performance of place is 
discussed through processes of artistic collaboration in relation to pedagogy and friendship, 
and is based on the work of Yael Ronen & Ensemble, and Ivana Müller & Bojana Kunst; as 
well as the video installation Interludes – a ride in 4.5 parts (2014), and the mixed-media 
exchange project Catalogue of Correspondence (2015-2016). In Chapter 3, Playback 
Theatre performances by The Freedom Theatre illustrate my examination of cultural 
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resistance, community and alliance-making, under the rubric of occupying place. Chapter 4 
considers the transformation of place through translocal cosmopolitanism, responsibility 
and ethics of care, by analysing the practice of Cecilia Parsberg (three of her artworks) as 
well as the interventional art project Borderland (2013). Finally, in the Conclusion, I 
illustrate the main elements of the praxis of place-making through the description and 
analysis of a final practical example, the art installation Stories from the perspective of piles 
(2017).  
 
The practical examples within my thesis encompass, regarding the physical geography of 
their production and/or public presentation, parts of Europe (UK, Germany, Ireland, and 
Sweden) and the Middle East (Lebanon and Occupied Palestine). By choosing this 
geographic layout I aspire to deliver contextual insights into how topics like cultural 
resistance, community, and cosmopolitanism are artistically dealt with outside the cultural 
hegemony of a Eurocentric focus or the English-speaking world. Challenging the 
predominance of Western examples in performance studies is particularly important for my 
study of place-making. As already mentioned, following ideas of spatial interconnectedness 
and interdependency as conceptual framework and main drive to identify current and create 
new ethical-political approaches to art-making means that it is crucial to consider 
contemporary artistic practices which respond to and confront less familiar socio-spatial 
conditions and constraints – as is the case of the artworks created in Occupied Palestine, by 
Palestinians and internationals (examined in Chapter 3 and 4, and in the Conclusion). As 
such, I include cartographies of artistic practice beyond the Western radar which can testify 
to the project’s concern with non-dominant, counter-hegemonic, perspectives on place-
making.29 Moreover, in our current globalised flow of interconnections it is necessary to 
                                                        
29 Naturally, it is in no way less pertinent to analyse counter-hegemonic approaches to art practice within the 
European or English-speaking context. Rather, my point is that purposely looking at examples of artistic 
practices of place-making outside the European context (alongside European examples) can usefully provide 
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look at the strikingly disparate effects of global spatial relations. Since ‘places become ever 
more interlinked via flows of labor and capital, it is increasingly impossible to tease apart 
the urban from the non-urban, or here from there’ (Scott & Swenson, 2015:10; original 
emphasis); yet, for this same reason, it is vital to examine how the construction of place, of 
the local, gives rise to specific geographies of cultural production and circulation. Such a 
perspective on how artistic practices of place-making might negotiate very distinct sets of 
socio-political challenges (beyond those generally associated with neoliberal capitalism in 
the Western world) actively contributes to an alternative, non-normative direction to reflect 
on and problematise contemporary spatial practices and their multiple discursive constructs.  
 
Spatial practices: a politics of place-making for performance studies aims to interconnect 
performance studies (through mine and other artists’ practices) with the wider, 
transdisciplinary, debate on place, mobility, and spatial practices. The theory of place-
making that I propose in this thesis aims to assert the potential of art-making as a productive 
and effective practice of pluralistic ethical-political relations. Further, this project aims to 
problematise perspectives on spatially driven art practices and artworks; and to contribute 
to the various discussions about site-specificity, artistic practice and practice-as-research 
and, ultimately, the role of cultural production in current market-driven societies by offering 
a nuanced and multi-layered understanding of the relation between contemporary art-
making and socio-spatial and ethical-political change. Thus, my development of place-
making intends to signal some of the multiple ways in which specific processes of art-
making confront neoliberal capitalist forces of spatial exploitation, commodification, and 
exclusion, both in Europe and in the Middle East. It is a hopeful thesis, where I examine 
many creative and resilient forms of cultural intervention (and analysis), which 
optimistically challenge hegemonic socio-spatial relations – by producing, performing, 
                                                        
both an inspirational and counter-balancing perspective of socio-spatial relations; and this is significant for 
developing an inclusive, pluralistic, and situated-sensitive theory of place-making.    
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occupying, and transforming place in ways that are critical, situated, processual, self-
reflexive, pluri-vocal, and ethically responsible. However, this thesis does not offer any 
particular resolution or series of formula for changing the current conditions of oppression, 
discrimination, poverty, exclusion, violence, and displacement. Nonetheless, with the 
framework of place-making, I aspire to galvanise artists and practitioner-researchers to 
enact such a transformational change; and the model’s experimental, embodied, and 
dialogical approaches intend to support the production of alternative, non-individualistic, 
ways of working and living. Therefore, what I seek to track through the articulation of this 
thesis’ written and practical components are provisional (and thus incomplete) suggestions 
of progressive, often radical, approaches to social and ethical-political engagement, 
materialised through instances of art-making. My hope is that these partial and contingent 
contributions can instigate (even if through their inadequacy or controversial stands) artists 
and practitioner-researchers to generate further ideas and practical efforts to constructively 
transform persistently painful socio-economic disparities into ethically accountable socio-












My development of the theory of place-making began with the investigation of how to 
incorporate a mobile conception of place into art-making. Specifically, this project’s 
journey started with the purpose of conceiving artworks that would convey a relational 
understanding of the production of place. Meet the Event (2012) and Sidewalk (2012), the 
two practice-as-research works presented and analysed in this chapter (and with which I 
have initiated the practical explorations of place-making), thus followed a common aim: to 
depict space and time as two interconnected, though unstable, non-linear, and inconsistent 
entities always in formation. In considering places as the outcome of manifold and ongoing 
exchanges I had then to investigate the mechanisms which could help illustrating the 
multiple spatial scales involved in spatial production. As such, in both artworks I chose to 
mediate (through the juxtaposition of pre-recorded video and live performance) the 
interaction between space and time in order to unfix their apparent continuous 
synchronicity. Additionally, and through the creative process of working with spatial 
narratives (visual, aural, and textual accounts) and their different viewpoints (mainly 
articulated through the combination of video editing and live action), I was able to identify 
the significance of an embodied perspective for place-making. In Meet the Event (2012), for 
example, I interact with a ‘double’ version of myself projected on screen, and in Sidewalk 
(2012) I integrate the camera’s perspective as another ‘viewpoint’ in the construction of 
place. Both practical works, and my reflections upon them, enabled me to establish key 
findings in my exploration of place-making; specifically, the practice showed me that (self-
)reflexiveness was integral to my aim of situating a mobile approach to spatial production 
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– to the process of developing a simultaneously localised and contextual viewpoint on 
spatial interconnectedness.  
 
A mobility-driven conception of place is critical to the approach of practices of place-
making to spatial production. In this chapter, I lay the initial and foundational ideas of the 
theoretical model of place-making, and argue that in order to effectively challenge 
commodified and static conceptions of place through processes of art-making, and succeed 
in producing contingent and provisional ones, practitioners of place-making could engage 
with ‘site’ in a relational and embodied way. Unfixing normative geographies of spatial 
production, which tendentiously disregard the inter-relational construction of place (or site), 
involves, I propose, adopting a reflexive perspective on spatial production – such as 
acknowledging the artists’ presence in ‘site’ as determinant of their processes of art-making. 
This kind of self-reflexive perspective, which I identify as ‘environmental inter-relations’, 
stands for an embodied (cognitive and sensorial) approach to spatial interconnectedness. 
My aim in this chapter therefore, is to contribute to the ever-expanding investigation of 
mobile practices both across and beyond performance studies and human geography, by 
offering an account of how place-making, as a critical praxis, might support mobile and 
temporary geographies of spatial production in/through artistic practice.  
 
In this chapter I analyse three practical works, the two practice-as-research pieces 
mentioned above, and a theatre performance by Lina Saneh & Rabih Mroué. These 
artworks, all produced in 2012, complement each other in multiple ways: all of them are 
multimedia performances, which not only make very distinct usages of video recording, but 
also exemplify different aspects of my initial enquiries into the exploration of concepts of 
place, mobility, site, and presence for artistic practices. For instance, Meet the Event (2012) 
is a solo work, a short performance lecture that explores video editing in juxtaposition with 
live reading, and was presented in a studio space; 33 rpm and a Few Seconds (2012) by 
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Saneh & Mroué is a theatre piece with no physical presence of performers on stage, and 
entirely mediated by several electronic gadgets, and was presented in a conventional 
theatrical venue; and Sidewalk (2012) is a site-specific performance that combines the live 
performance of four performers (exclusively outside the performance space) with both pre-
recorded and live video, and was presented in a former furniture company office now used 
as an artists’ studio. Therefore, the selection of these artworks strategically (and 
chronologically) accompanies my theoretical formulations by providing an illustration of 
how principles of the model of place-making can be manifested in practice. Moreover, the 
order of these works’ analyses intentionally enables possibilities for identifying continuities 
between them; in order words, they are intended to be read as a succession of diverse, yet 
related, instances of possible materialisations of important aspects of place-making, as well 
as practical traces of my own journey of theorising a practice of place-making.      
 
In section 1, The mobility of eventful places, I analyse the political potential of place as 
event (Massey, 2005) in relation to a practice-based example: the performance lecture Meet 
the Event (2012). I also consider the politics of mobility in order to discuss issues of scale 
(Cresswell, 2006), and how scale crucially emphasises the ways in which narratives (visual, 
aural or textual) can both connect and unsettle different meanings of mobility. I advocate 
for a relational exploration of spatial narratives, alongside their multiple scales (and 
viewpoints) as a critical exercise for the production of a pluralistic understanding of the 
construction of place. In section 2, Critical sites of mobility in art-making, I examine the 
relationship between place-making and site; in particular, how considerations of site-
specificity (Tompkins, 2012) might help ‘framing’ artworks in the context of a mobile 
understanding of place. For this, I consider the theatre piece 33 rpm and a Few Seconds 
(2012) by Saneh & Mroué in relation to Kwon’s (2002) migratory model. Based on the 
work’s analysis, I contend that a mobile approach to the production of place through art-
	 55	
making can bring about an unsettled (unfixed) kind of territoriality. This is, I argue, 
constructive for the aim of place-making of situating subjectivities within a multi-scale 
geography of local-global relations. In section 3, Unfixing spatiality: ‘environmental inter-
relations’, I propose the idea of ‘environmental inter-relations’ as a self-reflexive mode of 
engagement with spatial relationality, which can allow artists to incorporate their embodied 
spatial experiences into their art-making. I corroborate this with the analysis of Giannachi’s 
(2012) notion of environmental presence, in relation to Massey’s (2005) spatial 
eventfulness. I further explore the implications of a transitory dimension of place in relation 
to co-presence through the examination of the practice-based site-specific performance 
Sidewalk (2012). The chapter concludes with the idea that engaging the ‘site’ of the body 
and its perspective within the mobile and temporary geographies of practices of place-
making, highlights ‘difference’ as a key element for the development of a pluralistic 
approach to the construction of place.  
 
The mobility of eventful places 
 
My emphasis on a mobile spatiality within the theory of place-making is in line with 
Massey’s (2005) conception of place as event, and her efforts to foster awareness about the 
political potential that spatial eventfulness conveys. The practices of place-making 
addressed in this thesis thus follow the understanding that practice produces places ‘not as 
points or areas on maps, but as integrations of space and time; as spatio-temporal events’ 
(Massey, 2005: 130; original emphasis). These eventful places, Massey argues, ‘are formed 
through a myriad of practices of quotidian negotiation and contestation; practices, 
moreover, through which the constituent “identities” are also themselves continually 
moulded’ (2005: 154). As such, I suggest that practices of place-making with their intrinsic 
processes of negotiation (of ideas, materials, media, but also among people when artworks 
	 56	
are collaboratively produced) can also be seen as eventful places in their own right. For 
example, the simple use of pre-recorded video in live performance (portraying a 
combination of different places and times within the place of the live event) can unsettle 
fixed and static perceptions of place, thus highlighting the ongoing relationality involved in 
the production of place – something I explore in the performance-lecture Meet the Event 
(2012), analysed below. Indeed, in practice place-making investigates a critical exploration 
of the eventfulness intrinsic to the processes of negotiation involved in art-making, it also 
entails devising productive tools to creatively express them. The eventfulness of place 
therefore, brings about a challenge to place-making since the operations of spatial 
eventfulness happen simultaneously at various paces; and this, as Massey argues, ‘is another 
aspect of the elusiveness of place which renders politics so difficult’ (2005: 158). Hence, 
Massey’s concept of eventful spatiality is very suggestive for the theory of place-making – 
it underlines the politics of processual and permanently shifting socio-spatial relations 
involved in spatial production and constitutive of processes of art-making.  
 
Meet the Event (2012) is a performance lecture/video presentation (of about 10 minutes) 
that draws on the insights I gained in the process of discovering Massey’s (2005) work.30 
Although spatial issues have always been leading components in my artwork, Massey’s 
theory of place allowed me to reformulate my own spatial understandings, and to clarify my 
purposes of investigating the production of place through art-making. Meet the Event  
therefore, was created right at the beginning of an important phase of transition from my 
previous media-based approaches to ideas of place to a dialogic engagement with the 
politics of spatial practices. Specifically, Meet the Event is the outcome of my intent to 
creatively integrate Massey’s notion of place as event into live performance.31 With this 
                                                        
30 Please see the Artistic Portfolio for the visual documentation of the piece. 
31 The piece was first presented in January 2012 at the Uferstudios in Berlin, and then in February at the Lab 
Night event organised by the Drama, Theatre and Performance Department, Roehampton University, 
London.     
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first and short practical exercise, I attempted to address the following research questions: 
how to convey both the interconnectedness and unpredictability of space-time relations 
through the use of pre-recorded video within live performance? And, concurrently, how to 
evoke the idea of politics involved in spatial eventfulness? Engaging these questions, I 
created a mediated conversation between my projected and my live self. Still engaged with 
the use of video in live performance, I set out to further explore some of the dramaturgical 
possibilities that result from the intersection and juxtaposition of pre-recorded video 
material with the seemingly sequentiality of a live event.  
 
 
Meet the Event (2012) Documentation of performance, Berlin, Germany 
 
Based on Massey’s concept of place as an eventful integration of space and time, formed 
through various processes of negotiation, I devised a simple dramaturgical composition for 
live and pre-recorded materials, in order to foreground the relationality of the production of 
place. On screen, the viewer sees a close-up sequence of cars passing against the background 
of a grey wall, interspersed by hand-held camera footage of a building; then, I appear both 
on screen and live. Dressed alike, my digitally screened ‘double’ becomes the subject to 
whom I project (both literally and symbolically) the text that I read out live. The text starts 
by problematising the idea of beginning, and the idea that events (their stories and 
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narratives) have a clear, single, and unified beginning. The reading outlines different 
possible meetings with the ‘event’ – anticipated, surprising, and predetermined ways of 
encountering events, of participating (more or less actively and consciously) in the 
eventfulness of place. Simultaneously, on screen, moving-images depicting myself standing 
and walking against a grey wall, and behind cars passing, reinforce my exploration of the 
idea of event – my incorporation of video editing functions like pause, playback, and rewind 
into the video piece progressively makes apparent the different possible readings associated 
with the multifaceted handling of the moving-image, and thus with the variously constructed 
space-time dynamics of events. The explicit manipulation of pre-recorded video presented 
alongside a live reading aims to highlight then the multiple nuances of the idea of place as 
event.  
 
The last sequence of the video portrays the demolishing of a council tower block in Porto, 
Portugal, in an area intended to give way for future luxury housing development. I 
personally filmed that event (which was highly mediatised because of its controversy and 
local resistance) soon before I started working on the piece. In choosing not to offer, within 
the performance, any explanation about the conditions that prompted the demolishing, or 
about the context in which it occurred, my intention was simply to suggest a specific event 
to which the previous quasi-philosophical accounts could speak, without dwelling on any 
exact location or particular perspective. Specifically, my aim was to move from an 
abstracted view on place to a more tangible (though unspecified) illustration of the complex 
negotiations that places (including physical space) comprise. The event of the building’s 
demolishing is however played backwards; at the end of the video sequence, the building is 
standing, and the helicopters surveying and documenting the procedure are flying around it. 
This moment of anticipation of a fully premeditated act, marks a beginning – regarding the 
actual experience of witnessing the demolishing live. Yet, the same short sequence also 
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registers a surprise; the building unexpectedly rises to its original height in the context of 
the live performance. Meet the Event proposes a playful reconfiguration of temporal and 
spatial relationships; it invites the audience to move in between events, from the intimate 
event of the performance into the non-linear event of the projection; but also to adopt a 
multi-perspective view of events, and to consider the multi-layered character of the 
eventfulness of place, and thus of a mobile spatiality.   
 
 
Meet the Event (2012) Video still 
 
Mobility is a key characteristic of the transdisciplinary framework of place-making because it 
importantly signposts different experiences of moving through space and their 
correspondingly distinct meanings. According to John Urry (2007), in the field of ‘mobility 
studies’, the concept of mobility refers to the diverse physical, imaginary, sensorial, 
emotional, cultural, and social kinds of movement (including potential and restrained 
movement) that constitute individually distinct experiences, understandings, materialisations, 
and representations of the surrounding environments. Crucially, these mobilities are (re-
)produced by and, simultaneously, productive of specific socio-spatial relations – processes 
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which bring about what Tim Cresswell (2010) calls the ‘politics of mobility’.32 From this 
perspective, all mobilities 
have a physical reality, they are encoded culturally and socially, and they are 
experienced through practice. Importantly, these forms of mobility (walking, 
driving, etc.) and these aspects of mobilities (movement, representation, and 
practice) are political – they are implicated in the production of power and 
relations of domination (Cresswell, 2010: 20).  
 
It is critical then to consider how the interweaving relations of physical movement, 
representation of movement, and practice of movement can be dealt with by artists concerned 
with developing pluralistic approaches to spatial production; and how such an analysis can 
insightfully point to the ways in which the model of place-making can encourage mobile ideas 
of place.  
 
To understand place as mobile and continuously changing is, according to Cresswell (2015), 
tantamount to recognising place as both input and output of mutable social, cultural, and 
material relations. There are however various scales of movement implicated in the 
relationship between place and mobility as Cresswell explains:  
Mobility has always been part of place. At a micro-scale […] bodily mobilities 
are key constituent in the production of senses of place. But even at a larger scale 
mobilities always have to exist in relation to places. Similarly, places are 
produced, through mobilities, by their connections to a world beyond (2015: 84).    
 
Therefore, and following considerations by both Urry (2007) and Cresswell (2010 and 2015), 
I make use of the term mobility (or mobilities) to signpost the multiple ways in which 
spatiality differently registers and conditions the experience and meaning of places, and that 
of the socio-political relations of power that sustain them. Importantly, in her examination of 
connections between performance analysis, transport systems and mobility, theatre scholar 
Fiona Wilkie insists on the relationality of mobility, stating that ‘the various scales on which 
mobility operates, and the vastly different levels of privilege and empowerment in experiences 
                                                        
32 Cresswell identifies six aspects of moving that participate with different roles in the politics of mobility; 
according to him the following elements can help identifying how mobilities are hierarchically constituted: 
force, velocity, rhythm, route, experience, and friction.  
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of being mobile, exist not in spite of but in direct relation to one another’ (2015: 6). In the 
context of this thesis, mobility also indicates the entanglements involved in (and conveyed 
by) localised and contextual approaches to art-making – in the critical and creative expression 
of subjective and embodied perspectives on the politics of spatial production developed 
in/through art-making, as I discuss later.  
 
Reflecting on mobility’s role is important not only in relation to how notions of space, place 
and their identities are constructed, but also to the study of how practices of place-making can 
generate and respond to specific ideas of mobility. Here I want to note Cresswell’s (2006) 
theory of mobility’s tripartite facets. After distinguishing ‘movement’ from ‘mobility’ by 
suggesting that movement is ‘thought of as abstracted mobility (mobility abstracted from 
contexts of power)’ (2006: 2), Cresswell proposes mobility: as empirical reality, as meaning 
conveyed through representation, and as practice, or embodied mobility. Similarly to Soja’s 
notion of ‘Thirdspace’ (1999), mobility as practice and embodiment is for Cresswell a way of 
thinking and understanding space. People, goods, but also ideas and imaginations do travel 
and inform experiences and representations of mobility – ‘the movements of people (and 
things) all over the world and at all scales are, after all, full of meaning. They are also products 
and producers of power’ (Cresswell, 2006: 2). Accordingly, the practice of place-making that 
I propose is concerned with the ways in which experiences of mobility are communicated 
through accounts of place. 
 
Narratives (either visual, aural or textual accounts) are significant devices for the practice 
of place-making because they can both connect and unsettle different meanings of mobility. 
Narratives can, in other words, foreground localised and personal events and, 
simultaneously, point towards the complexity of local/global entanglements that condition 
their storyline. For example, the (rewind) sequence of the building’s demolition portrayed 
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in Meet the Event (2012) evokes, though without specifying, the array of economic and 
political issues that determine people’s experiences of mobility; in this case, people’s forced 
evacuation from their homes. Narratives can thus move from a seemingly personal (and 
isolated) account of place to an account of the politics of place and mobility. In the case of 
the lecture performance described, the video juxtaposes sequences in which I stand against 
a grey wall and behind cars passing, with footage of a high-rise block of flats; the piece thus 
transits between a singular ‘story’ of spatial contemplation and a social portrait of place. 
This transition between spatial scales – the scaling up or down of a spatial account, of an 
event – testifies to the elastic connectivity that narratives hold; it testifies to narratives’ 
potential to question the inter-relations between different spatial scales, and portray the 
politics of mobility.33 In Cresswell’s work on the importance of scale for the politics of 
mobility, he states that ‘what connects mobility at the scale of the body to mobility at other 
scales is meaning. Stories about mobility, stories that are frequently ideological, connect 
blood cells to street patterns […] and it is this meaning that jumps scales’ (2006: 6-7; 
original emphasis). Here, Cresswell is referring to how discoveries about mobility within 
the body announced in the seventeenth century (regarding the functioning of the nervous 
system and the blood circulation system) were both physically and metaphorically 
transposed into urban planning in the century that followed. Body circulation associated 
with ideas of life and health meant that city planners started building sewer systems, for 
instance; ‘Urban planners and architects sough to maximize flow and movement. Words 
such as artery and vein began to appear in the texts of the new urbanists’ (Cresswell, 2006: 
8; original emphasis). In Meet the Event, the superimposition of the text that I read out live 
on the audio-visual narrative projected on screen, emphasises the interplay between literal 
and symbolic meanings – between the vague language of the text and the concrete imagery 
which accompanies it. Narratives therefore, and the meanings they convey (both literally 
                                                        
33 In chapter 3, I elaborate on the spatiality of narratives and their potential to generate opportunities for 
alliance-making.  
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and symbolically), are productive tools for the practice of place-making because they can 
enable artists to re-imagine the relationships between the personal and the social, between 
different scales of spatial production. 
 
Narratives about mobility (such as experiences of forced evacuation or eviction, migration, 
but also stories about voluntary mobility like commuting and other everyday experiences of 
movement) raise significant opportunities for discussing ‘difference’, for identifying when 
flow and movement depict a hegemonic and dominant spatiality, implying or overlooking 
aspects of socio-spatial exclusion. Issues of gender, for example, and the way space, place, 
and mobility are gendered in their conceptions and practices is critical to a thorough analysis 
of mobility in relation to (in-) accessibility, and thus integral to the development of the study 
of place-making. Accordingly, architectural critic and historian Jane Rendell states that the 
‘most pervasive representation of gendered space is the paradigm of the “separate spheres”, 
an oppositional and an hierarchical system consisting of a dominant public male realm of 
production (the city) and a subordinate private female one of reproduction (the home)’ 
(2000: 103).34 Public and private, as well as ‘city’ and ‘home’, are all contested terms that 
acquire various meanings within different feminist discourses. In the context of practices of 
place-making it is vital that artists critically address how embodied (and gendered) accounts 
of place and mobility relate to wider scales of gender-space-power relations. In order to 
challenge dominant spatial narratives and produce alternative ones (whether using visual, 
aural or textual media), practitioners of place-making engage in careful reflection on how 
spatial language induces different (potentially contradictory) ideas of mobility.   
 
Questioning the ways in which power relations are (re)produced through spatial language 
is equivalent to exploring how meaning (power) moves across different spatial scales, 
                                                        
34 Rendell’s (2000) analysis of how spaces are gendered through the power relations their usage involves is 
based on Henri Lefebvre’s (1991) theoretical framework on the social construction of space. 
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evoking contrasting experiences of mobility. Differentiating mobility and socially 
contextualising the spatial experiences involved in accounts of mobility is, therefore, a 
crucial task for artists working with the model of place-making. In her work, Massey 
importantly suggests that it is necessary to track how mobility implies opposite experiences 
for different social groups; as she writes, ‘[w]e need to ask, in other words, whether our 
relative mobility and power over mobility and communication entrenches the spatial 
imprisonment of other groups’ (Massey, 1993: 63). Massey is advocating here for the 
scrutiny of mobility’s differentiated ‘power-geometry’:  
different social groups have distinct relationships to this anyway-differentiated 
mobility: some are more in charge of it than others; some initiate flows and 
movement, others don’t; some are more on the receiving end of it than others; 
some are effectively imprisoned by it (1993: 61).  
 
Massey’s arguments are structured around her critique of Marxist geographer David 
Harvey’s (1989) theory of ‘space-time compression’ regarding its lack of social 
differentiation. For instance, in juxtaposition to the sense of flow and movement that is 
encapsulated in ideas of communication, finance and their networks, there are still, Massey 
argues, under the same satellites that enable high-speed and long-distance interaction, 
women for whom mobility is associated with a daily routine that involves hours of walking 
in order to collect water. Or, very simply put, another case of ‘power-geometry’, I propose, 
shows that mobility for asylum seekers within the European Schengen Area does not mean 
benefiting from free movement within that international space as it does for citizens from 
its member states. Once more, considering issues of mobility requires situating the inquiry 
of spatial formulations in terms of individual-collective and local-global relationships.  
 
The exploratory exercise of Meet the Event (2012) allowed me to test how the idea of place 
as event, and the multiple scales at work in spatial production, can be portrayed through the 
use of narrative. Specifically, I explored spatial eventfulness through a simple interplay of 
space-time relations mediated by the use of video projection within live performance. This 
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initial artwork also gave me the opportunity to identify the need to pursue the study of place-
making through a critical and creative exploration of not only plural spatial scales, but also 
their different viewpoints. Reflecting on the process of devising Meet the Event – from the 
experience of witnessing and documenting the building’s demolition, through my 
performance for the camera, to the final stages of video editing – led me to ponder the 
question of situating space-time relations, of differentiating mobility through embodied 
accounts of place. In other words, I was able to recognise that it was not enough to evoke 
the idea of politics intrinsic to spatial eventfulness, it was necessary to include an embodied 
perspective which could ‘frame’ the specificity of spatial experiences involved in spatial 
accounts. Although the video projection of my ‘double’ in the piece provides a significant 
dialogic expression to the idea of place as event, it is insufficient as self-reflexive device to 
depict the entanglements involved in spatial production. That is, mirroring myself (my 
body) through the incorporation of moving image supplies the space of the performance 
with the performance of a dialogue between different spatio-temporal events – signalled by 
the performer of ‘then’ and ‘there’ in juxtaposition with the performer of ‘now’ and ‘here’. 
However, no further insights into the politics of such mediated interrelations are offered. In 
this sense, resolving my initial research questions through the explorations involved in 
creating Meet the Event also led me to a new question: how to differentiate spatial mobility 
through an embodied perspective? The unveiling of a further research question, which was 
accompanied by a thorough reflection on the practice, corresponded to a key starting point 
towards my engagement with the process of art-making. Specifically, I became critically 
aware of the role of reflection within my artistic research, and of the need to implement self-
reflexive tools in order to situate my practice, my own experience and understanding of it. 
If, according to Massey, ‘the very constitution of, a reformulated politics and space revolves 
around the openness to the future, the interrelatedness of identities, and the nature of our 
relations with different others’ (1999: 292), then my next task was to look at how narratives 
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could convey both a localised and contextual viewpoint for spatial relationality. My 
development of an artistic practice of place-making would require therefore addressing 
embodied ways of perceiving and imagining socio-spatial relations.  
 
Critical sites of mobility in art-making 
 
Following a mobility-driven approach to spatial narratives and their multiple scales raises 
questions about the ways artistic practices of place-making engage with site; particularly 
with how sites might help ‘framing’ embodied accounts of place. In this context, and to 
further develop the ideas already presented in the introduction to this thesis, I analyse 
possible interconnections between place-making and considerations of site-specificity in 
order to understand how perspectives on site, specifically by art historian Miwon Kwon 
(2002) and performance studies scholar Joanne Tompkins (2011 and 2012), can positively 
contribute to the theory of practice proposed and, conversely, how place-making might 
extend the theoretical and practical scope of site-specificity. Informed by phenomenology 
and social theory, Kwon suggests that the notion of site-specificity includes the questioning 
of ‘the siting of art as a spatio-political problematic’ (2002: 2). And, Tompkins argues that 
‘the form of site-specific performance as a whole relies on the inherent instabilities of both 
“site” and “performance”: the (deliberate) absence of precise meaning and the 
multiplication of potential meanings’ (2012: 15). I find these ideas productively 
complementary because together they highlight the spatial relationality imbricated in the 
exercise of questioning the terms involved, thus promoting the politics of a mobility-driven 
understanding of site/place.  
 
As I propose, what defines artistic practices of place-making, whether considered site-
specific or not, is that the kind of exploratory spatiality embraced is aimed at critically 
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questioning dominant constructions of place and creatively enacting inclusive and 
pluralistic ones. Practitioners working with place-making interrogate the ways in which 
meaning (power) is represented through spatial narratives, and create artworks that unsettle 
hegemonic spatial relations and the narratives which express and reproduce them. As such, 
I want to argue that while they are not equivalent, practices of place-making can coincide 
with site-specific practices when these deal with spatial politics in some of the ways already 
described, thus considering accounts of place and mobility across multiple scales.35 Of 
greater relevance to my thesis however, an alternative overlap could occur when practices 
of place-making produce artworks that fall outside the category of site-specific, potentially 
expanding from site-specific considerations into the analysis of works that take place in 
conventional art spaces or theatrical venues. 33 rpm and a Few Seconds (2012) by Lina 
Saneh & Rabih Mroué is a theatre piece that productively exemplifies this case, as I 
introduce below.  
 
According to Tompkins, there are three main modes of site-specific performance:  
performance that is designed for one location but that, when successful, tours to 
other locations, usually absorbing the different socio-historical contexts of the 
new locations, which allows for significant transformation; and those 
performances that can only ever occur at one location, usually at one time, 
because the combination of place and event are too closely entwined to be 
replicated elsewhere. A third possible option is a site-specific event that remains 
more or less in the same geographical place, but whose context shifts 
significantly because of social, political, and economic circumstances 
surrounding it (2011: 225; my emphasis).  
 
Tompkins’ third possibility opens up promising connections for thinking about place-
making with regard to site-specificity. For the model of place-making however, ‘context’ is 
indistinguishable from the notion of place and the imbricated interrelations between the 
spatial and temporal, as well as the local and the global. Therefore, I am interested in 
                                                        
35 Fiona Wilkie (2012) draws on conceptions of place by Massey (2005), and mobility by Cresswell (2006), 
among others, in her analysis of site-specific practices that are ‘on the move’. In her work, Wilkie 
investigates artworks (and approaches to programming) that are ‘alert to the specific experience of different 
places and to the possibility that art might enable transformative dialogues between them’ (2012: 209). 
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examining how an artwork that does not remain in the same geographical place but has, 
nonetheless, been created in response to a particular ‘context’, might offer a mobile 
interpretation of site, which can usefully support my study of place-making.  
 
Created in 2012 and amidst a political context of protest (the so-called ‘Arab Spring’), 33 
rpm and a Few Seconds is a one-hour theatre piece that reflects the geo-political questioning 
of its two Lebanese authors (Lina Saneh & Rabih Mroué), and which I saw in 2014 in Berlin, 
Germany.36 Succinctly put, the piece addresses the complexity of personal and media 
discourses around the (hypothetical) suicide of Diyaa Yamout, a young male Lebanese 
theatre maker and political activist. Without the physical presence of Yamout or of any other 
characters/performers on stage (and thus no possibility for identification with the physical 
presence of bodies), the piece is entirely mediated by several electronic gadgets (a TV, 
laptop, fax, telephone, answer machine, and record player), which narrate the different 
fragments that constitute the piece’s plot. The narrative is mainly communicated via the 
background projection of an animated Facebook account – the protagonist’s personal 
account – an amplified version of the laptop screen that sits underneath. For art critic and 
curator Katia Arfara ‘In Mroué’s highly mediatised performative frame, truth, the same as 
history, is not only problematised but also fabricated. [The audience witnesses] the 
conscious practice of “presentification” as an interplay between the remembered, the fictive 
and the depicted’ (2014: 46). The piece combines personal messages left on the 
protagonist’s mobile phone with a popular public debate on his Facebook account; its 
conceptual drive underlining the politics behind the paradoxical case of a young activist 
with many followers who, nonetheless, commits suicide. By tackling the ways close friends, 
political followers and mainstream media differently try to politicise and/or sensationalise 
his suicide (particularly through the discussion around his potential personal ‘or’ political 
                                                        
36 I saw 33 rpm and a Few Seconds at the Schaubühne in Berlin; the piece was subtitled in English. A post-
show talk with Saneh & Mroué followed the performance.  
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motivations), the piece critically challenges ideas of accuracy and veracity in storytelling 
and media narratives. As such, in exposing conflicting viewpoints and the ways they 
differently inform the production and value attributed to information, the piece effectively 
questions ‘how we deal with the dominated structures of truth within everyday reality and 
actual political systems’ (Arfara, 2014: 47). Moreover, a specifically local case of suicide 
(based on a supposedly true story) acquires a much wider spatial dimension; as audience 
member I can clearly recognise that the semi-fictional discussion around the young activist’s 
death inevitably prompts, in the politically inflamed context of struggle happening in 
Lebanon’s nearby countries, very direct and pertinent questions – for example, why hasn’t 
Lebanon joined the ‘Arab Spring’? Or, how to read Yamout’s suicide in the context of so 
many uprisings? And, why the ongoing eruptions of violence in the region, including in 
Lebanon – a country with upheavals since its inception? Indeed, the spatio-political scenario 
that surrounded the making of 33 rpm and a Few Seconds – the 33 revolutions per minute 
in reference to the number of times a vinyl record spins on a platter – acquires a transformed 
significance due to the array of ongoing cases of popular upheaval, state and military 
oppression, and sectarian violence. The excitement and optimism of 2012 (built on the 
Tunisian uprisings of December 2010 as the initial marker of a wave of revolutions and 
protests across many Arab countries) has been replaced by a current sense of hopelessness 
– the ‘context’ has changed (locally, regionally, and globally) but it certainly did not 
ameliorate Lebanon’s (or Middle East’s) political impasse the way the piece’s authors and 
like-minded people were perhaps expecting.  
 
Despite the fact that presentations of 33 rpm and a Few Seconds take place in the seeming 
‘timeless’ context of conventional theatrical spaces, I propose that acknowledging the 
piece’s ‘site-specificity’ through the lenses of place-making allows for identifying its 
narratives as the particular sites where the debate takes place, and so to consider the 
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significance of the work’s both specific and cumulative readings in the different locations 
where it is presented – in Germany, in the US and in Lebanon, for example. Through the 
juxtaposition of multiple and contrasting viewpoints on the socio-political context of 
Lebanon in 2012 (and in relation to the wider role of social media and mainstream television 
stations), the piece does offer a simultaneously localised and contextual perspective of 
specific socio-spatial relations. That is, by questioning the particular processes through 
which a certain narrative can be fabricated and widely circulated, 33 rpm and a Few Seconds 
problematises the role and value of far-flung narratives, thus drawing attention to the politics 
of representation. Indeed, as a viewer, I felt encouraged to engage in a similar inquiry about 
my own context and, in the process, to create my own interconnections between Lebanon 
2012 and Lebanon 2014 as well as, in my case, between Lebanon 2014 and Berlin 2014. 
Moreover, I also felt persuaded to ponder mainstream media narratives in Germany, 
specifically regarding accounts of the ‘Arab Spring’, and wondered whether audiences in 
the US (where electronic mass communication is a main source of production and 
distribution of information) would feel more compelled to engage with such questions. In 
this sense, the site-specific character of 33 rpm and a Few Seconds is not so much in an 
immediate relationship between artwork and site but in the spatial mobility – the spatial 
politics – of the narrative(s) it evokes.  
 
To move the analysis of (site-specific) artworks beyond the works’ immediate geography 
and into the multiple and shifting interconnections between place and space is to respond to 
ideas of place’s mobility. As Kwon puts it, ‘Indeed, the deterritorialization of the site has 
produced liberating effects, displacing the strictures of place-bound identities with the 
fluidity of a migratory model, introducing possibilities for the production of multiple 
identities, allegiances, and meanings’ (2002: 165). This migratory model does not erase 
place (or site, or location for that matter), nor the ways in which places and their particular 
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‘contexts’ contribute to the formation of specific subjectivities. Therefore, and following 
from Kwon, I suggest that the piece’s narratives can be seen to offer ‘possibilities for the 
production of multiple identities, allegiances, and meanings’ (2002: 165). This generative 
potential is crucial for place-making as a praxis which aims to support a mobile articulation 
of the interconnections between art-making and spatial production. Spatial narratives that 
engage multiple scales (including that of the body and its unique positioning), like those 
proposed by 33 rpm and a Few Seconds, usefully emphasise the idea that artworks are not 
separate from their surrounding circumstances; that the spatiality of the artwork’s 
production is in fact deeply intertwined with wider spatial politics, which have an impact 
on art-making and the ways in which artworks are (differently) perceived in every ‘site’ 
where they are presented.  
 
The theory of place-making that I want to put forward not only entails acknowledging the 
ways in which the larger socio-spatial context determines art-making, but also addressing 
how artists’ position(ings) – the politics of their particular experiences and understandings 
of place/mobility – are communicated through their artworks. For instance, in 33 rpm and 
a Few Seconds the authors’ positions are not easily classifiable because they do not try to 
establish the ‘factual’ causes for the suicide; instead they (re)create the various responses 
and subsequent public debate which the event engendered – they do not provide responses, 
they creatively deconstruct the narratives which sustain hegemonic socio-spatial relations. 
Saneh & Mroué intentionally let the audience develop their own questioning regarding a 
series of political concerns about personal and political goals intersecting each other, social 
media and the Internet, death and community; at the same time, and equally important, the 
authors share with the audience the unsettledness of their own inquiring regarding those 
same topics. It is not productive for the analysis of practices of place-making to debate 
whether or not artists’ political stances should involve a call for action, or how that call 
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should be manifested, as any of these choices’ potential efficaciousness will depend on 
multiple other aspects and decisions, including the conceptual and artistic.37 Yet, in my 
view, 33 rpm and a Few Seconds expresses a clear counter-hegemonic standpoint: one that 
critically conveys its authors’ situated considerations about the specific, yet ambiguous and 
evolving spatial ‘context’ which surrounds and informs their artistic practice. Indeed, and 
even though there are no bodies on stage, the piece communicates an embodied account of 
socio-spatial relations because its authors offer a tangible (contextually localised) mode of 
articulating their subjective positions. In this regard, the juxtaposition of multiple media 
gadgets can be seen to epitomise Saneh & Mroué’s own questioning and, concurrently, to 
creatively assert the importance of acknowledging the different viewpoints involved in 
spatial relationality, the plural scales implicated in the production of place. Accordingly, 
my suggestion is that to move a step further in the direction of providing, as Tompkins 
argues, ‘more complex ways of conceiving the “mapping” of the local and the global, past 
and future’ (2011: 228), practices of place-making invite a kind of analysis that moves 
beyond genre-assigned considerations of art-site relationship in order to consider ‘how’ 
spatial narratives are depicted in relation to the works’ production and the artists’ positions 
in it – in the politics of spatial production through art-making. In this way, both practice and 
discourse could respond and effectively participate in the politics of a relationally 
constructed and constantly shifting ‘context’, by exploring and questioning the artwork’s 
mobile spatiality – the processual nature of socio-spatial relations within, across, and 
beyond the permeable territory of art practice.  
 
                                                        
37 Complementary to my anti-formulaic understanding of art-making’s political potential, performance 
scholar Deirdre Heddon states that ‘There is nothing essentially political to live art practices, not least 
because the political does not reside within the art, but rather takes place within a matrix of diverse cultural 
and historical relations, relations that include the spectator’ (2012: 176; original emphasis). Without 
discarding the relevance of the spectator’s role in determining artworks’ political potential – something 
famously examined by Jacques Rancière (2009) in his thesis about the emancipatory potential of art’s 
relational unpredictability – my study of practices of place-making focusses on the matrix of relations 
involved in artistic practices.     
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The mobile and temporary geography of the model of place-making mirrors the 
unsettledness of its relational and embodied approach to site/place. My intention is to 
contribute to an understanding of site-specificity as a localised and contextual 
interconnection of spatial narratives (and their corresponding distinct ways of perceiving 
and imagining socio-spatial relations) involved in artistic production; or as Kwon proposes, 
‘as predominantly an intertextually coordinated, multiply located, discursive field of 
operation’ (2002: 159). This extensive spatiality has as many implications for art practices 
as it has for critical discourse, regarding the manifold ‘identities, allegiances, and meanings’ 
(Kwon, 2002: 165) which can be induced by an interconnected, multi-located and mobile 
understanding of site/place. The consequent territorial inconclusiveness might offer, in turn, 
a dynamic and constructive springboard for place-making: it can help in situating 
subjectivities within a constantly shifting arrangement of local-global relations. Finally, and 
with this in mind, place-making not only could critically report on dominant geographies 
upheld, for example, by de-contextualised and monophonic narratives, but also depict 
counter-hegemonic ones – unfixed geographies of negotiating positions.   
 
Unfixing spatiality: ‘environmental inter-relations’  
 
Arriving at place-making’s unfixed geographies of spatial production – the geographies of 
socio-spatial relations which extend beyond the permeable territory of art-making – led me 
to consider how this farther-reaching spatiality could productively assist in situating artists’ 
positions; specifically, how artists’ production of spatial interconnections (narratives) 
between multiple (immediate and distant) places could be anchored within art-making. In 
this section, I suggest that the analytical and creative exercise of spatial interconnectedness, 
which might incorporate places from the past as well as those longed for, calls for a self-
reflexive kind of spatial relationality, which I will refer to as ‘environmental inter-relations’. 
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These are embodied processes of spatial awareness (both cognitive and sensorial), which 
enable artists to situate their articulation of different places, and locate their interweaving 
of narratives and scales.38 ‘Environmental inter-relations’ therefore, spring from artists’ 
everyday spatial practices (the subjective and embodied experiences of moving through 
specific surroundings, both physical and socio-cultural), and provide the grounds for 
exploring, discussing, scrutinising, and developing practices of place-making. 
 
In my experience, processes of artistic production stimulate cognitive and sensorial 
questioning, crucially activating different hypothetical relationships between subjects, 
stories, and materials. Such flexible play with various elements generates a comprehensive 
perspective on their multiple possible spatial interconnections (whether or not they are 
considered viable). This, in turn, encourages further questioning, expanding the inquiry’s 
territory – an extensive approach to creative processes. Handling such a wide-range of 
possible relations however, can ultimately limit the constructive production of alternative, 
inclusive, and pluralistic spatial interconnections, unless material, embodied, insights are 
also engaged. The ‘site’ of the body as a location where experiences of place and mobility 
are created (desired or resisted) is a crucial component of a relational understanding of place 
because it offers a subjective account of the materiality involved in spatial production. In 
my view, this embodied form of spatial articulation is key to the development of a thorough 
understanding of one’s own artistic practice. In the context of live art practices, performance 
scholar Deirdre Heddon (2012) discusses the importance of the body of the artist as material 
for conveying processes of cultural inscription, including mechanisms of exclusion of 
certain forms of embodiment. Thus, following Heddon, ‘“embodied” signifies the 
                                                        
38 I want to note the significance of the body (the subjective embodied experience) without a single location 
or scale as signifier of a counter-hegemonic, feminist, account of spatial relations; something that 
geographers Lise Nelson & Joni Seager discuss in their work, stating that a ‘feminist geography, anchored in 
the body, moves across scale, linking the personal and quotidian to urban cultural landscapes, deforestation, 
ethno-nationalist struggles, and global political economies’ (2005: 2). 
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materiality of the body – the way in which our inhabiting of particular bodies carries 
material effects’ (2012: 184).39 In order to effectively resist the inadvertent (and 
unaccountable) reproduction of simplified connections and generalised spatial narratives, I 
propose that practices of place-making incorporate the embodied perspectives of their 
practitioners as reference marks for the unfixed geographies that they aim to produce. 
Specifically, my suggestion is that integrating such embodied positions is a form of 
articulating environmental inter-relations; that is, engaging in self-reflexive approaches to 
spatial production, and acknowledging the (co-)presence of multiple actors (bodies) in 
space, including the practitioners themselves. Therefore, I draw on the relational notion of 
‘environmental presence’ advanced by performance and new media theorist Gabriella 
Giannachi, for the appreciation of the incorporation of environmental inter-relations into 
place-making. Alongside the ideas of place and mobility introduced thus far, I consider 
environmental presence (Giannachi, 2012) as a barometer of a self-reflexive approach to 
the production of place through art-making; specifically, as means to recognise the changes 
produced by the interrelation of both phenomena – presence (of specific bodies, including 
the artist’s) and the making of place – thus, promoting a localised and contextual 
engagement with place-making, as I explain below. 
 
Before proceeding with my elaboration on the framework of place-making, it is important 
to give an account of how the practical work has informed my theoretical formulations. 
After the insights gained through the making of Meet the Event (2012), analysed in the first 
section, namely, the need to pursue the exploration of different spatial scales and viewpoints 
through embodied accounts of socio-spatial relations, I set off with the performance 
Sidewalk (2012).40 My goal was to conduct these explorations by further developing the use 
                                                        
39 Heddon continues, ‘This is not to suggest anything essentialist about bodies; bodies themselves need to be 
read as the result of various discursive practices, practices located historically and culturally. Such practices, 
in effect, construct the very concepts of the bodies that we are said to embody’ (2012: 184).  
40 Please see the Artistic Portfolio for the visual documentation of the piece.  
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of video in live performance, but also to test them in relation to the thoughts on site-
specificity already presented. Therefore, my choice of a site-specific format for Sidewalk 
was inspired by the idea of having a particular location determining the interplay between 
video projection and live action, as well as the work’s display. I wanted to investigate the 
interaction between digital and physical spaces through the potential effects of a non-
conventional performance space, and to probe into the creative articulation of distinct 
spatial/physical materialities. Moreover, in this piece, of about 30 minutes, I decided to 
combine the projection of pre-recorded video with live video. By adding live video to the 
interplay between video projection and live action, I intended to create a mutual 
performance space shared by different space-time relations, that is, to bring the physical 
environment of the performance site into the digital space, and to merge the materiality of 
the physical location with the space of projection. Sidewalk, which was devised in 
collaboration with filmmaker Tom Schön, and performed by the dancers Talia Hinojosa, 
Nora Rodriguez, Lucy Dawson and Jinn Lau, was developed in the context of an artist 
residency in Limerick, Ireland.41 
  
Sidewalk results from the creative exploration of (dis)continuities between the tangibility of 
urban space and the fluidity of digital space (supported by the alternation of pre-recorded 
and live footage), with the purpose of staging a performative dialogue between distinct 
spaces.42 Importantly, the piece follows my attempt at finding ways of exposing the ‘site’ 
of the body as the location where different experiences of space/place intersect. Specifically, 
I wanted to determine how to express an embodied perspective of spatial relationality in the 
context of an unfixed territoriality. In other words, I was interested in investigating how to 
                                                        
41 The artist residency was part of the program E-MOTIONAL Bodies and Cities, and took place with the 
support from the Dance Department of the University of Limerick. The four performers in the piece were at 
the time students from the MA Contemporary Dance Performance program who volunteered to take part in 
the creation of Sidewalk (2012). 
42 For the alternation between live and pre-recorded footage we used ‘Resolume’, a live video mixing 
software, available to download from the Internet.    
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situate the body vis-à-vis a set of mobile and contingent space-time relations (conveyed by 
the negotiation between physical and digital space). In trying to answer this research 
question I began the creative process of Sidewalk with the observation and documentation 
of different public spaces in Limerick, and the everyday spatial practices associated with 
them. We visited and filmed multiple locations such as main roads, commercial pedestrian 
streets, back alleys, bridges, parks and green spaces, cafés, a shopping mall, the river bank, 
car parks, a post office, a photo booth – a series of indoors and outdoor spaces connected 
with specific daily practices. At the same time, we searched for a site for the public 
performance of the work. We chose an artists’ studio which consisted of a two-sided 
windowed space located on the ground-floor of a busy street corner so that incorporating 
the display of pre-recorded and live video would significantly increase the spectators’ 
already extended view.43 The set-up of Sidewalk was then easily established; seated indoors, 
the audience faced one side of the room which was split in two parts: on the left, a wall that 
served as surface for the video projection, and on the right a windowed part that stretched 
into the frontal part of the room, exposing its façade perspective. This arrangement 
prolonged the performance’s ‘stage’ by providing the audience with visual access to the 
actual public space outside the room, both in front and to the side. 
 
                                                        
43 The public performance of Sidewalk took place in September 2012 at the Farber Studios, a collectively 
run artists’ studios space in the centre of Limerick, Ireland.  
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Sidewalk (2012) Documentation of performance, Limerick, Ireland 
 
Through the course of filming the movement of people in different parts of Limerick, we 
began to notice and register how bodies variously circulate in distinct public spaces and 
adapt to their physicality, by following and/or subverting their norms and usage. For 
example, we observed how people differently move in busy and non-busy places, in relation 
to physical obstacles and to each other, when carrying objects or transporting others, their 
pace, their focus, their interactions and body responses when crossing the street, waiting in 
line, walking towards a bench, alone or in group. Our empirical research and video 
documentation prompted us to consider the potential of presenting some of these daily 
movements and spatial practices through the journey of one main (female) character – by 
‘walking’ with a specific body. Specifically, by following Talia’s movement with the 
camera, we were able to establish the position from which to engage with various spatial 
practices, and in relation to diverse physical and social environments. We wanted not only 
to interconnect multiple spaces (and their different physical registers) by following the path 
of a particular body but also to suggest simple and playful ways of ‘inhabiting’ space. For 
this, we decided to put together a journey that would comprise both ambulatory and 
stationary sequences in order to allow for a shift in the audience’s attention between motion 
and stillness, between our character’s movement and that of others – to situate the ‘local’ 
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through the practice of nomadism, and to differentiate mobility through the intersection of 
different spatial relations. These relations, we agreed, would be best conveyed through 
image (both live and pre-recorded action), and without resorting to text, so that the bodies’ 
movements could be at the centre of our explorations of spatial mobility. Moreover, we 
devised a path for a particular body, Talia’s, transporting a chair. The object of the chair, an 
object associated with stillness, was to serve both as an obstacle to and a support for the 
character’s journey. Throughout the piece, Talia carries a blue chair; sometimes the chair is 
a hinderance to her movement, other times an advantage. For the most part however, the 
presence of the chair evokes a playful subversion of spaces’ conventional usages, as when 
Talia waits, next to the chair, to be served at the post office.  
 
Sidewalk was intended as a performative exercise of spatial relationality developed through 
a creative reconfiguration of space’s physical and symbolic interconnections. Walking with 
Talia, and the chair she holds, through distinct locations (visually arranged through a 
combination of pre-recorded and live video) was our mechanism for inviting the audience 
to engage in a temporary recreation of spatial connections – both material and symbolic – 
regarding spatial usage and accessibility. Following from Meet the Event, my goal was to 
depict place as something multiple and ephemeral, as an unpredictable succession of spatio-
temporal encounters, but also as the outcome of multiple, specific bodies in movement – as 
a product of operations of presence and co-presence. Thus, in Sidewalk, the performance 
starts with the projection of pre-recorded footage depicting a street with cars driving in the 
same direction as those passing by outside the room, and visible through the windowed part 
of the wall that faces the audience. Since the footage has been adjusted to match the ‘real’ 
dimensions given by the windowed side, there is a sense of spatial continuum from the 
opaque wall (and the actions projected on it) to the window ‘screen’ (and the live actions 
taking place behind it). Amongst the cars passing, a female person (Talia) carrying a blue 
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chair catches the camera’s attention; the moving-image follows the female character 
through the different urban environments already mentioned. For instance, we see Talia 
walking with the chair through a busy street, sitting on the lawn and resting next to the 
empty chair, struggling to climb a high fence with the chair on her shoulders, entering a 
photo booth in a shopping mall and leaving the chair outside, and so on. Throughout these 
apparently quotidian scenes, three other female characters are introduced to the video 
projection; they are often seen standing or passing by, always in group and talking to each 
other. Then, we see the live recording of Talia walking with the chair outside the studio – it 
is the first moment of live action in the performance, as well as the first outdoor perspective 
of the room where the performance is taking place, an outside view of the theatrical event. 
From this point onwards, an interplay between pre-recorded footage, live recording, and 
live performance (visible across the windows) gradually interweaves indoors with outdoor 
spaces, generating an in-between spatial sphere of continuous motion superimposed on the 
unscripted movement of people and cars passing outdoors.44  
 
As I proposed, according to the model of place-making, integrating embodied positions in 
the making of artworks which aim to convey an unfixed geography of spatial production – 
a geography of socio-spatial relations which extend beyond the permeable territory of art-
making – involves articulating environmental inter-relations; that is, it entails 
acknowledging the role of (the body’s) presence in establishing interconnections between 
different spatial scales and viewpoints. For this reason, I analyse how an ‘environmental’ 
approach to art-making might help in understanding socio-spatial relationality from an 
embodied perspective. Giannachi (2012) considers artworks as generators of environments, 
                                                        
44 In his analysis of digital performance, theatre scholar Steve Dixon writes about the potential of live 
performance in combination with digital imagery to create a sense of ‘in-between-ness – a liminal space 
operating between the screen images and live performers […] the “metatext” of digital theatre production’ 
(2007: 337; original emphasis). Of significance to my analysis, is Dixon’s idea that the space(s) of the 
performance thus ‘become transitional, always in a state of flux’ (2007: 337).     
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and as creative approaches to large-scale ideas of relational inter-dependency. Specifically, 
she examines ‘environmental artworks’ and the processes by which these works engage 
with their environment(s) by drawing attention to the operations of ‘presence’. She proposes 
the notion of ‘presence’ as an agent-mediator of such ecological processes: ‘Presence, […] 
is the medium through which the subject engages with an environment […] it is the inter-
relational tool through which the subject networks (and is networked by) the external world’ 
(2012: 52). ‘Presence’ here refers to the relational processes that the audience is invited to 
engage in when experiencing ‘environmental works’, and the ways in which these stimulate 
environmental attentiveness. Giannachi’s notion of environmental presence is important for 
the framework of place-making because it indicates the mechanisms of awareness 
(cognitive and sensorial) potentially engaged in experiences of place, not only for audiences, 
as Giannachi proposes, but also for artists’ processes of art-making, as I want to advance. 
The concept of presence suggests, moreover, that embodied forms of spatial articulation 
involve self-reflexiveness, the acknowledgement of presence’s materiality. Giannachi 
exemplifies her idea of presence through sound pieces, including artworks by John Cage, 
which, according to her, 
prompted listeners to reposition, that is “re-present”, themselves between the 
various spaces, places and environments generated by the work [and] drew 
attention to the operation of presence through the use of environmental sound, 
whether broadcast in situ or in a separate space (2012: 55; original emphasis).45  
 
Giannachi further distinguishes between an environmental and an ecological approach to 
the analysis of the phenomenon of presence: ‘an environmental interpretation of presence 
foregrounds the set of circumstances that surround the occurrence of presence, while an 
ecological reading of presence foregrounds how presence may operate as a relational tool 
between organisms’ (2012: 50). Giannachi develops this differentiation based on a series of 
adjacent disciplinary areas, including biology and neurology. Yet, what is key to the theory 
                                                        
45 Brandon LaBelle’s work (both his artwork and his theoretical writing on sound and urban space) is an 
inspiring contemporary example of how sound can be both an affective and effective medium in ‘relocating’ 
listeners in specific environments and, simultaneously, enhancing their sense of ‘presence’.   
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of place-making is to identify the potential implications of Giannachi’s notion of 
environmental presence for the production of unfixed geographies of spatial production.  
 
Sidewalk depicts an arrangement of multiple viewpoints, thus suggesting a flexible and 
transient spatiality – a succession of various (sometimes contradictory) spatio-temporal 
encounters. For example, some of the footage includes a pre-recorded indoor view of Nora 
and Lucy trying to open the door of the room prompting the audience to look at the door 
where they see no one, or the live recording of both performers waiting at the bus stop across 
the room directing the audience’s gaze to the other side of the street, or even a pre-recorded 
sequence of Jinn seated inside the room while she can be seen running outside. This spatio-
temporal asynchrony aims to create an extended and fluid performance space – the 
experience of a temporary shared space of unfixed spatio-temporal relations. Significantly, 
though there is no physical presence of performers inside the performance space (only the 
allusion to it through pre-recorded footage), the piece constantly negotiates the idea of 
presence by enlarging and fragmenting it into digital (indoors) and physical (outdoors) 
spaces. That is to say, the piece attempts to deconstruct the notion of a ‘real’, unified, 
location for the presence of bodies – the site of the body depends upon its visibility, upon 
the audience’s awareness of its presence. Mediating presence by inter-relating digital and 
physical spatio-temporal encounters was the means we chose to unsettle dominant patterns 
of spatial perception associated with stability, linearity and consistency, and thus to unfix 
spatiality. Furthermore, by evoking different degrees of being ‘present’, presence becomes 
multipliable because it can be seen in relation to different ‘perceptions and habitations of 
place’ (Giannachi, 2012: 1), in the encounters with others, and in relation to co-presence. 
Sidewalk therefore, intends to express an embodied perspective of spatial relationality by 
situating the body, its presence, in the context of mobile and contingent space-time relations, 
conveyed by the negotiation between physical and digital space.  
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Before proceeding with my examination of the practice-as-research, it is central to consider 
how a relational understanding of presence and environment (Giannachi, 2012) might 
interconnect with Massey’s (2005) account of the eventfulness of place, with which I began 
this chapter. This analysis serves to highlight the potential role of environmental inter-
relations in art-making, but also to assert the significance of mobile and temporary 
geographies of spatial production for the model of place-making. Massey develops her 
notion of place as unpredictable in its multiplicity and elusiveness in response to space’s 
relationship with time; a relationship that multiplies ‘present’ and enmeshes ‘now’ with 
‘then’. When referring to the historical displacements of ‘migrant rocks’ and the seemingly 
slow geological processes that constantly act upon the so-called ‘natural landscape’ by 
displacing it, Massey asks: ‘if there are no fixed points then where is here?’ (2005: 139). 
The ‘here’ for Massey, similarly to Giannachi, is an ephemeral place of encounter, a 
transitory coming together of space and time; ‘it won’t be the same “here” when it is no 
longer now’ (Massey, 2005: 139). In my view, this radical level of unsettledness, 
particularly in its inherent demand for an unfixed (mobile and temporary) approach to 
spatial conceptions, is very useful for place-making as it emphasises the relevance of 
considering the site of the body, its presence, in relation to the multi-scale and transitory 
dimension of socio-spatial relations; and, it affirms the potential of environmental inter-
relations for developing localised and contextual forms of engagement with art-making. 
 
By complicating understandings of the dichotomy space-time, Massey’s eventful spatiality 
can support, in combination with the notion of environmental presence by Giannachi, the 
role of practices of place-making in challenging fixed and static conceptions of place, and 
producing embodied accounts of contingent and provisional ones. These considerations 
however might also call for the questions: where is the ‘now’ for practices of place-making? 
And, where is the ‘here’ of their spatial politics? In the introduction to the volume, 
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Giannachi claims that ‘“the present” is approached as always already subject to difference 
from itself, as the subject’s occupation of the “here and now” is imbricated with phenomena 
of memory and anticipation’ (2012: 7).46 This approach to the ‘multipleness’ that the present 
implies seems to bear strong connections with Massey’s notion of eventful place – a 
momentary gathering of ‘the previously unrelated, a constellation of processes […]. This is 
place as open and internally multiple’ (2005: 141). Crucially, the multi-dimensionality of 
both place and time is activated by distinct acts of presence, which in turn presuppose the 
presence of the ‘other’ for such acts to take place; as Giannachi et al. write, ‘“presence” not 
only invites consideration of individual experience, perception and consciousness, but also 
directs attention outside the self into the social and the spatial, toward the enactment of “co-
presence” as well as perceptions and habitations of place’ (2012: 1). Sidewalk ends with 
Talia walking outside the room and placing the chair right behind the projection wall; the 
video, which at this point changes from live recording into pre-recorded footage, shows an 
outdoor perspective of Talia on the chair, until she gets up, crosses the street looking straight 
at the camera, and turns it off. Finally, the camera’s point of view is confronted by Talia, 
and by the audience – Talia’s acknowledgement of the presence of the camera involves her 
direct gaze at the camera’s lens, and thus at the audience. The camera’s role, which up to 
this point served the function of extending the audience’s sight by interconnecting different 
spaces, acquires a further relational dimension when its seeming ‘outside’ perspective is 
recognised. This moment of reflexiveness aims to emphasise co-presence.47 Indeed, the use 
of the camera’s perspective (both pre-recorded and live) intends to not only expand the 
place/event of the performance by extending and multiplying its spatio-temporal 
connections; but also to creatively express, through the interaction between digital and 
                                                        
46 The introduction to Archaeologies of Presence (2012) - which contains Giannachi’s chapter on 
environmental presence – is co-authored by the volume’ editors, Gabriella Giannachi, Nick Kaye & Michael 
Schanks. I will continue to cite passages from this introduction.     
47 There are other reflexive moments during the piece; for example, Nora’s character always glances straight 
at the camera.  
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physical space, the interdependence between the phenomena of place and presence. In the 
case of a multimedia site-specific performance like Sidewalk, acknowledging the presence 
of the camera as another way of using space, as another element with its ‘own’ perspective 
and, ultimately, as another presence which contributes to the production of place, 
significantly emphasises the work’s specific environmental approach to spatial production. 
In this sense, it is possible to look at Sidewalk as an artwork that aims to generate a particular 
kind of environment, a temporary and mobile repositioning of one’s sense of presence – an 
invitation to perceive relational interdependence as integral to co-presence. As such, it is 
significant to reaffirm reflexiveness as a key aspect of the embodied understanding of spatial 
relationality that the theory of place-making aims to encourage. 
 
 
Sidewalk (2012) Documentation of performance, Limerick, Ireland 
 
My formulation of place-making intends to uphold the idea that places are never fully 
cohesive because they are produced through inter-relational and embodied exchanges, and 
thus through a processual and non-linear spatio-temporality. Supporting my claim about the 
ongoing spatial production that practices of place-making could help sustain through the 
work with environmental inter-relations, is Giannachi’s insistence on how endurance 
underlies the processual phenomenon of presence; as she writes, presence is  
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always in the process of being enacted and remembered, an experience never 
resolved but always a persistent, relational effect. Phenomena of presence thus 
occurs in these acts of investment of one time, place and position in another – 
and so in temporary, performed acts of reciprocity (2012: 24; original emphasis).  
 
This transient understanding of spatial relations (based on the processual character of (co)-
presence) contributes to my development of the framework of place-making by drawing 
attention to art-making’s acts of reciprocity within a much larger and far-reaching scale. 
Notions of place, time, space, (co)-presence, and environment can, together, promote a 
reflexive understanding of the construction of place – an embodied dimension of the 
complex exchanges involved in spatial production. Practitioners of place-making could, 
under these considerations, explore and give expression to an environmental spatiality 
which is always in the process of being created, and where spatial relations are generated 
through recurrent interactions with multiple, different, others.  
 
The processual character of the production of place and co-presence brings about another 
critical challenge for the model of place-making: based on inter-relational and embodied 
exchanges, the development of an unfixed geography of spatial construction is contingent 
on the relationality of its production. Accordingly, for Massey, the unpredictability of the 
event of place is based on the negotiations that place’s ongoing construction entails; as she 
describes:  
The chance encounter intrinsic to spatiality cannot be totally obliterated. It is (in 
part) this indeed that makes time-spaces, however much we try to close them, in 
fact open to the future; that makes them the ongoing constructions which are our 
continuing responsibility, the ongoing event of place which has to be addressed 
(2005: 180).  
  
The enduring responsibility involved in the production of place, and in the negotiating acts 
of reciprocity intrinsic to co-presence, emphasises, once again, ‘difference’ – regarding how 
different spatial positions inform distinct (and often conflicting) spatial narratives. It is vital 
therefore, in the context of environmental inter-relations at the service of an unfixed 
geography of spatial production, to reassert that difference (plurality) is central to the 
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development of place-making concerning the model’s approach to socio-spatial relations. 
For Giannachi, the processual nature of acts of reciprocity (between the ‘self’ and ‘other’) 
implies difference as one interconnecting element; ‘in this context, division, separation, and 
differentiation form one condition for the performance and reception of phenomena of 
presence, which are provoked and shaped in acts of relation, in the performance of the 
network, in ecologies of differences’ (2012: 10-11). Encountering difference (and ethical 
imperatives) is then at the heart of my elaboration of the theory of place-making. The mobile 
and temporary geographies of spatial production (in relation to the use of reflexive tools) 
that I have proposed in this chapter, seek to render visible difference as a key element to a 
localised and contextual approach to art-making, to the coming together of distinct spatial 
narratives and scales, and to place’s openness to the future.  
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Introduction   
 
In order to explore the socio-political implications of embodied forms of spatial production 
for processes of art-making, I turned to artistic collaboration. Specifically, and with the 
purpose of advancing my research on the articulation of different spatial scales and viewpoints 
in artistic practice, I directed my attention to collaboration as possible means to perform a 
mobile and pluralistic approach to the construction of place through cultural production. 
Starting from a mobile conceptualisation of place, in this chapter I consider the potential of 
artistic collaboration as a productive socio-political territory for examining the interrelation 
between distinct experiences of movement, their representations and produced meanings. My 
claim is that to follow a mobile conception of place allows for the inter-relational place 
generated through artistic collaboration to also be analysed as a place of connections, as a 
place in connection with other places. For Tim Cresswell: ‘the creation of places constantly 
connects these places to other places elsewhere. Places are not self-contained and clearly 
bounded units. They have horizontal connections to the world beyond’ (2015: 161). In my 
proposed model, the places created by collaborative place-making participate in multiple other 
spatial (material and socio-cultural) networks, and practices in motion can produce places in 
motion. This perspective also follows sociologist John Urry’s work on mobility, where he 
states: ‘Places we might then say are like ships that move around and are not fixed within one 
location. Places thus travel, slow or fast, greater or shorter distances, within networks of 
human and non-human agents’ (2007: 42). Mobility remains, then, a viable critical concept to 
consider alongside the examination of collaborative practices of place-making because it can 
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support the ways artistic collaboration might positively reconfigure socio-spatial connections. 
Specifically, as a place of intersection and exchange of collaborators’ subjective and embodied 
experiences of place and mobility, artistic collaboration can become a fluid territory where 
cultural and socio-political practices meet. Theatre maker and scholar Claire MacDonald 
proposes radical notions of collaboration that are useful for my development of place-making; 
as she has written, ‘Within the context of creative practice, collaboration is both a 
transformative method for making art and a space of inter-connection between art and society’ 
(2012: 149). These connections, between artistic and socio-political practices are, through the 
lens of place-making, the primary concern of pedagogically conscious practices of artistic 
collaboration. Therefore, in this chapter I also suggest that overtly mobile modes of artistic 
collaboration, guided by a commitment to analyse their underlying socio-spatial dynamics 
(through processes of dialogical exchange and self-reflexive questioning) can be examined as 
examples of pedagogical practice. Critical (and feminist) pedagogy is then another main 
branch of the transdisciplinary framework of place-making.  
 
The exercise of overlapping collaborative artistic practice with concerns of progressive socio-
spatial change can enable and sustain more inclusive kinds of inter-personal relationships 
amongst collaborators. Thus, my examination of artistic collaboration led me to focus on a 
relational model that involves friendship. Based on my own experience of creating artwork 
through friendship, my argument is that relations of friendship can productively mobilise sites 
of artistic production, connecting them to wider sites of everyday socio-spatial practice. 
Moreover, by sustaining an explicit link between artistic collaboration and participation in the 
public sphere, relations of friendship highlight the processes by which art-making can have a 
direct bearing on public space and society in general. Political theorist Jon Nixon asserts that 
friendship grants access to a continuous practice of major political ideas, which in turn have 
crucial socio-political implications, as he clarifies:   
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Through our friendships we learn to relate to one another as free and equal 
agents and, crucially, to carry what we have learnt from those friendships – by 
way of the exercise of freedom and the recognition of equal worth – back into 
the world. [...] Friendships sustain us: their intrinsic promise is one of mutual 
sustainability within the wider world (2015: 49-50).    
 
Friendship, in this view, is a rich terrain for exploring the ways in which artistic collaboration 
can speak and respond to everyday cultural, social, and political practices, and thus potentially 
contribute to the performance of a pluralistic spatiality.  
 
Each one of this chapter’s three sections is devoted to a key set of considerations for the 
examination of practices of place-making through processes of artistic collaboration. I start 
section 1, Introducing collaborative practices of place-making, with a survey of artistic 
collaboration’s genealogies – supported by accounts from Claire MacDonald (2012), Grant 
Kester (2004; 2011), Nato Thompson (2012), and Blake Stimson & Gregory Sholette (2007). 
Then, I examine how a dialogic (and pluri-vocal) approach to socio-spatial reflexiveness is 
applied in Common Ground (2014), a theatre piece by Yael Ronen & Ensemble. I develop my 
analysis of this artwork in relation to key thoughts on dialogue by David Bohm (1996). In 
section 2, A pedagogical account: the praxis of collaborative place-making, I explore the 
pedagogical implications of artistic collaboration for a feminist epistemology. Based on views 
on critical pedagogy by Paulo Freire (1990) and Henry Giroux (2000), and feminist pedagogy 
by Robbin D. Crabtree, David Alan Sapp, & Adela C. Licona (2009), I discuss the 
performance Finally together on time (2011) by Ivana Müller & Bojana Kunst as an example 
of a feminist approach to (empirical and embodied) epistemologies of collaboration. Finally, 
in section 3, A feminist practice: the role of friendship in collaborative place-making, I address 
friendship’s significance for the model of place-making. Here, I describe and analyse two 
practice-as-research works devised by För Künkel and myself: the video installation 
Interludes – a ride in 4.5 parts (2014), and the two year-long exchange project Catalogue of 
Correspondence (2015-2016). Both works were generated through a combination of ongoing 
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dialogical exchanges, a feminist approach to knowledge formation, and friendship; their 
chronological sequence unfolds a relational progression through which I identify different 
aspects of place-making. Built on theories of friendship by Jon Nixon (2015) and Marilyn 
Friedman (1993), and having my own collaborative practice with my artist friend För Künkel 
as illustration, this last section proposes friendship as a productive contribution to the 
performance of mobile, embodied, specifically feminist approaches to the construction of 
place through collaborative art-making.   
 
Introducing collaborative practices of place-making  
 
Pursuing a reflexive approach to spatial mobility, this section focusses on the socio-political 
implications of artistic collaboration for practices of place-making. Specifically, how artistic 
collaboration, as a practice of intersection and exchange of artists’ experiences of place and 
mobility (and artistic backgrounds), might encourage the performance of a pluralistic 
approach to the construction of place. My assertion is that adopting collaboration as mode of 
engagement with and for place-making allows for plural (and necessarily different) accounts 
of place and mobility to be brought together as ‘material’ for art-making. This, in turn, 
provides practitioners of place-making with the possibility of collaboratively questioning 
socio-spatial relations. In other words, as artists negotiate their different viewpoints on place 
and mobility, they enable the analysis of the socio-political dynamics that both create and 
develop out of their devising processes – a de facto collective approach to socio-spatial 
reflexiveness. My use of the term devising follows Deirdre Heddon & Jane Milling’s 
understanding of the practice as ‘a multifarious mode of work’ (2016: 27). Although in 
Heddon & Milling’s study of the evolution of theatrical practices of devising the authors use 
devising and ‘collaborative creation’ interchangeably, they also acknowledge their different 
connotations; devising does not imply more than one participant, and collaboration does not 
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necessarily involve an artistic outcome such as a theatre or performance production (or an 
artwork for that matter). In this thesis, devising refers to critical, creative, and contingent 
processes of art-making and is not associated with theatre or performance practice 
specifically; indeed, it corresponds to what Heddon & Milling identify as a non-theatrical use 
of the term which ‘suggests the craft of making within existing circumstances, planning, 
plotting, contriving and tangentially inventing’ (2016: 2). Collaboration, I propose, indicates 
a collective effort of creating inclusive and non-hierarchical relations, as well as 
transdisciplinary modes of working through the practice of place-making. Claire MacDonald 
has posited that ‘Collaboration has become important to our times because it is international, 
intermedia and interpersonal’ (2012: 174).48 Collaboration is then a critical reflexive tool for 
the multi-media practice of place-making and its purpose of exploring the inter-relations 
between socio-cultural interaction and exchange, and mobile approaches to spatial production.  
 
My study of place-making is concerned with an open, unpredictable, and experimental 
approach to collaborative processes, in contrast to collaborative practices where each 
collaborator’s input remains (perhaps with minor adjustments) within the methodological 
framework of her field of expertise. For example, when performance artists aim to create 
pieces that integrate the work of video or sound artists without collectively considering 
possible collaborative modes of production; a formula that often results in artists 
commissioning other artists’ work without engaging in epistemological exchanges. ‘Open’, 
‘unpredictable’, and ‘experimental’ are crucial adjectives for my conception of collaborative 
practices of place-making – they underline the processual making of places but equally, the 
mobile character of a dialogic kind of artistic collaboration. Considering the ways the diverse 
                                                        
48 There are numerous accounts of collaborative artistic practice that extend across a range of disciplinary 
fields. Yet, I do not endorse a single conceptual understanding of artistic collaboration; my aim is rather to 
contribute to a mobile understanding of artistic collaboration by developing a series of provisional and 
situated considerations that can resist static or positivist allusions to place and socio-spatial relations. 
MacDonald also subscribes to collaboration’s metamorphic and historically bounded qualities: 
‘Collaboration means different things, and does different things, at different times’ (2012: 173). 
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spatial trajectories of practitioners might shape artistic production implies that the processes 
of creation involved in art production can be contingent upon (and respond to) collaborators’ 
subjective experiences of mobility, including potential experiences of national or transnational 
migration, disability, and so on. Such contingency, I propose, could be translated into the work 
through the commitment to a collaborative self-reflexive practice, which entails collectively 
deciding on the modes of production that can critically and creatively portray it. Moreover, 
engaging with self-reflexive accounts of mobility, such as exchanges about how artists’ 
experiences of migration might inform their sense of place and thus condition their art-
making, involves inhabiting mobile perspectives and implementing mobile techniques. In 
their study of mobile methods of research, Urry et al. stress the significance of inquiries on 
the move becoming ‘inquiries from within’ (2011: 13). The assertion is that combinations of 
mobile methodologies – amongst them, observing the movement of people or objects, walking 
along or with the subjects of analysis, using video or other forms of registering text, sound, 
image, and so on – can grant researchers the possibility ‘to study and describe mobility in the 
making’ (Urry et al., 2011: 14). This reflexivity on the move could assist the potential of 
artistic collaboration for developing a mobility-driven approach to place and socio-spatial 
relations, and for creating pluralistic outlooks of both artistic and everyday spatial practices.  
 
Histories of collaboration provide significant references for the model of place-making. 
According to art historian Grant Kester (2004), the most recurrent legacy that is acknowledged 
as a main contributor to current practices of artistic collaboration is modernist art, particularly 
the experiments of the different early avant-garde art movements. The work of Dadaists, 
futurists, constructivists, and of other art movements with strong political affiliations from the 
beginning of the 20th century has critical counter-hegemonic connotations for collaborative 
place-making; by reconsidering the relation between art-making and everyday life, such 
movements allude to alternative modes of production that aimed at stimulating social reform 
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through transdisciplinary, collective, and collaborative artistic experimentation.49 In art 
theorists Blake Stimson & Gregory Sholette’s (2007) analysis of collectivism, the authors 
advance useful ideas for my development of collaborative place-making. Although Stimson 
& Sholette’s analysis revolves around post-war practices of ‘collectivism’ and their historical 
lineages, their term stands for collective forms of artistic production and intervention, and thus 
I believe it is relevant to include here; they state, ‘Modernist collectivism […] was the first 
real effort to develop a sustained alternative to commodified social life by cultural means’ 
(2007: 4).50 The task of creating alternative modes of sociality through cultural production is 
then a collective task. In choosing collaboration as a means to explore counter-hegemonic 
socio-spatial relations through art-making, practitioners of place-making activate 
opportunities for creating novel ways of interacting and working together; that is, they enable 
relational modes of production and dialogical formats of exchange through which they can 
exercise inclusive and pluralistic approaches to social and cultural life.  
 
The practice of interweaving artistic and socio-political forces (through collective enterprises) 
can contribute to the ability of practitioners of place-making to make choices that are ethical-
political. No longer isolated in their questioning, practitioners of place-making collaboratively 
devise their modes of cultural production. This means, on the one hand, that the socio-political 
relations imbricated in artists’ processes of cultural production can be co-created through 
artistic means of collaboration and, on the other, that art-making encompasses ethical-political 
choices concerning decisions about formats of social interaction, including communication 
and decision-making. Indeed, reassessments of the relation between social life and artistic 
                                                        
49 It is important to point out that the term collaboration, for its historical and socio-political paradoxical 
usages, does not necessarily carry positive connotations; both Kester (2011) and Florian Schneider (2006) 
allude to fact that collaboration can also evoke the French Vichy regime, when French cooperating with the 
Nazi-German occupiers were labelled as ‘collaborators’.  
50 Theorist and art critic John Roberts identifies two major social forms of collaboration within early avant-
garde practices: ‘a post-autonomous defence of art as social praxis [and] the dissolution of art into industrial 
production [Both] offer a model of collective labour and connectivity across disciplines that exists in 
primary conjunction with the transformation of collective experience and the social world’ (2004: 558). 
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practice, which became a strong premise for art-making during the 60s and the 70s (as seen 
in the works of Fluxus’ artists and the early work of the Situationist International) continue to 
inform, according to curator Nato Thompson (2012), present-day art practices characterised 
by a strong social commitment.51 Furthermore, different social movements (such as African-
American civil rights, women’s rights, gay rights, anti-war, and environmental movements) 
have, throughout the twentieth century, exerted a great influence on art-making and, as 
Thompson points out, generated a great deal of debate about the import of tactics of political 
activism for art-making. My approach to artistic collaboration, in the form of collaborative 
place-making, is then descendent from a variety of practices that were deeply engaged in 
creating the socio-political conditions which would, in turn, constitute the means of their 
cultural production.   
 
To understand social relations as products of collaborative artistic practice raises the question 
of ‘social methodologies’ – the relational formats through which the practice of place-making 
might generate progressive socio-spatial change. Or, as Kester asks: ‘How does one reconcile 
the utopian or transformative insight disclosed by creative practice with the actuality of lived 
experience?’ (2011: 14). It is not, I argue, a matter of articulating two domains, art-making 
and everyday life; but rather, and since I do not regard them as independent from each other, 
of seizing the opportunity to simultaneously mobilise both, and displace their common 
borders, from within the movable territory of art-making. If collaborative artistic practices can 
redefine everyday social relations between collaborators, similarly to the ways in which social 
practice amongst collaborating artists and their environments can suggest creative possibilities 
for art-making; then, collaborative place-making, through its collective approach to socio-
spatial reflexiveness could be, I insist, a suitable form for performing an inclusive and 
pluralistic spatiality, where modes of cultural production are collectively (socially) generated. 
                                                        
51 Thompson contends that the ‘desire to merge art and life resonates throughout the avant-garde movements 
of the twentieth century and then multiplies across the globe at the beginning of the twenty-first’ (2012: 21). 
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For Stimson & Sholette, recent forms of collectivism aim at ‘engaging with social life as 
production, engaging with social life itself as the medium of expression’ (2007: 13). For the 
practice of place-making, social life among collaborating artists could be, indeed, a medium 
of both production and expression of mobile (inclusive and pluralistic) accounts of place.   
 
Artists engaged in collaborative practices of place-making attend to the ways social life shapes 
relations of artistic production and, conversely, how processes of art-making in(form) social 
relations between practitioners; as Thompson writes, artists share the ‘awareness that living 
itself exists in forms that must be questioned, rearranged, mobilized, and undone. [T]he 
importance of forms of living seems to be questioned altogether by the conceptualization of 
living as form’ (2012: 29; original emphasis).52 As I see it, this re-conceptualisation implies 
the potential transformation of existing interconnections – between theory and practice, 
theoretical disciplines and forms of knowledge, artistic media and techniques, artists 
collaborators and their environments – which might confront the stability of hegemonic spatial 
configurations and paradigms such as exclusivist, hierarchical, and authoritarian structures of 
social interaction and cultural production. In the context of collaborative practices of place-
making, I propose that such potential for transforming socio-spatial relations resides in the 
critical and creative integration of each collaborator’s experiences of place and mobility into 
their processes of art-making. Interweaving social life with artistic practice however, implies 
that the ethicality governing practitioners’ everyday social interactions also informs their 
collaborative approaches to cultural production. Here, I build upon MacDonald’s work 
concerning the importance of ethics for artistic collaboration; in her account of artistic 
collaboration’s historical background, MacDonald writes that  
It was ethics, in the form of social and political questions about how to make a 
life, that the historical avant-garde wished to include within art’s provenance, 
                                                        
52 For art and performance theorist Shannon Jackson, such understanding of living as form instigates the 
contemplation of the ‘kinds of forms – be they aesthetic, social, economic, or governmental – we want to 
sustain a life worth living’ (2012: 93). Works created with these reflections in mind, Jackson continues, 
importantly ‘remind us of the responsibility for creating and recreating the conditions of life’ (2012: 93). 
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and it is ethics that runs through the history of collaboration’s engagement with 
power, authority and ways of mapping the space between “you” and “I” (2012: 
173). 
   
Creating ways of mapping the socio-spatial relations between practitioners is critical for 
collaborative place-making. One strategy, I suggest, could be to develop a pluri-vocal practice 
of reflexiveness.53 That is to say, to enable a dialogical articulation of practitioners’ accounts 
of place and mobility, and to collectively decide on the conceptual tactics (of interaction and 
communication, but also artistic ones) which can materialise the multiplicity of spatial 
experiences without erasing their differences. Importantly, such dialogic approach is also an 
invitation to the collective production of ethical principles which can serve as guidelines for 
the incorporation of practitioners’ subjective accounts of place and mobility into their art-
making. 
 
The theatre piece Common Ground (2014) by Yael Ronen & Ensemble exemplifies how the 
tool of pluri-vocal reflexiveness can be used in artistic collaboration.54 The piece’s theme is 
the Yugoslav wars of the 90s and the intricate versions and disputed narratives about the 
conflict. Together with its seven performers – five (ex-)Yugoslavians from Belgrad, Sarajevo, 
Novi Sad, and Prijedor, an Israeli, and a German, all living in Berlin – the piece was developed 
out of a collective trip to Bosnia, to the sites of memory of some of the protagonists. In a style 
that sits between documentary theatre, auto-biographical testimony, and theatre/community 
therapy, this performance does not make any claims of truth or historical authority of one 
narrative over another; on the contrary, by focussing on the performer’s individual 
experiences, Common Ground reiterates the ‘confusion’ generated by concurrently different, 
                                                        
53 In my view, pluri-vocality includes the multiple voices present within each subject – the manifold places 
that any given subject simultaneously inhabits and engages with. 
54 I saw this piece twice (in December 2014 and June 2015) at the Maxim Gorki Theater in Berlin, where 
Ronen has been resident director since 2013. In both occasions, the Ensemble consisted of the following 
actors: Orit Nahmias, Niels Bormann, Vernesa Berbo, Dejan Bućin, Mateja Meded, Jasmina Musić, and 
Aleksandar Radenković.   
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often contradicting, perspectives inherent to the various subjective accounts of war 
stories/histories. As journalist Till Briegleb writes, Ronen’s  
projects are developed in improvisations and research trips with the actors, who 
also provide most of the texts from which Ronen then compiles the pieces in 
such a way as to preserve the strongly personal tone. Her main expectation of 
this joint effort is “to have as many active co-creators as possible” (2015). 
  
In my view, the devising approach to Common Ground clearly conveys the aim to integrate 
the multiple spatial experiences that comprise the piece’s material. At the same time, it 
expresses openness to the possibility of having different aspects of the social relations and 
dynamics between collaborators informing the making (and content) of the piece. Such 
exercise of bringing together, and preserving, diverse spatial accounts through an 
interweaving of social life and artistic practice foregrounds, I claim, a particularly mobile 
conception of collaborative artistic practice, one that is concerned with inclusive, non-
hierarchical, and anti-authoritarian socio-spatial relations.55 Before elaborating on this point 
though, I provide a description of the piece.  
 
Common Ground starts with Nahmias, the Israeli actress, presenting a mediation method that 
she has developed in order to work with both Israeli and Palestinians; such method, she says 
‘encourages recognizing and accepting the existence of multiple versions of reality’. Then, in 
his caricature-like role of white male gay Germans, Bormann, the German actor, interrupts 
this sort of meta-introduction in order to first organise the historical facts. What follows is a 
rapid succession of TV news snippets projected on the background (the scenography has a 
multifunctional character with several movable wooden boxes), together with each actor 
running to the microphone, like in a competition, and shouting a date and corresponding event. 
The audience is rapidly transported into the global amalgam of factual data of the 90s: key 
                                                        
55 I am not overlooking the fact that the piece has a director (Yael Ronen) and its production follows a 
conventional theatrical structure that I consider hierarchical; nonetheless, the focus of my analysis is on how 
the performers’ accounts of place and mobility are incorporated into the piece in a way that does not 
override the subjectiveness of their different narratives.   
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names and occurrences related to the Bosnian war, major sport events, natural disasters, Pop 
figures, armed conflicts in other parts of the world, are intercut with the actors’ biographical 
episodes, told in the third person. After the end of the war has been announced, the actors start 
revealing the process through which the piece has been developed – their five-day research 
trip to Bosnia.56 The first person replaces the third, and funny memories from besieged 
Sarajevo interlock with vivid discussions about, for example, the ‘right’ amount of humanity 
needed when dealing with war criminals. Common Ground juxtaposes the painful memories 
of the children of refugees who have fled to Germany (the Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian 
actors) with the ‘distant’ questioning of those (the Israeli and German actors) who have 
learned about the wars in former Yugoslavia in the context of their own space-time histories 
and experiences – in Tel-Aviv amidst ongoing Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and in Berlin right 
after German reunification, respectively. Both the overexcited empathy of the Israeli 
character, and the politically correct rationality of the German character guide the audience 
beyond the clichés about different peoples, and into the collective exercise of coming to terms 
with traumatic and painful memories. This is achieved by juxtaposing these characters’ 
unacquainted positions on the breakup of Yugoslavia in the 90s – their questions are a point 
of access for the audience’s potential unfamiliarity with the topic – with the patient 
‘clarifications’ of the Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian actors, who try to explain the region’s 
convoluted plot of conflicts through comparisons with family histories and body parts. By 
exposing the uniqueness of each single viewpoint on the conflict however, the audience in 
Berlin (probably more familiar with the perspective of the German actor than any other), gains 
access to a manifold understanding of the Yugoslav wars of the 90s and their ramifications. 
Importantly though, the negotiation of every different position also uncovers some 
commonalities: the experience of violent conflict is transversal to all of them; all actors, 
including the German and Israeli, share distressing experiences of separation caused by armed 
                                                        
56 The trip involved encounters with other war victims, some of the performer’s family members, and 
discussions with hotel staff – all of which constitute part of the material that is negotiated on stage.  
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conflict, and the wish to overcome them. This exercise is performed without oversimplifying 
or glorifying historical or personal events. Furthermore, according to writer Silke Bartlick, 
‘the piece therapeutically deals with guilt, responsibility, anger and grief, while underlining 
the crucial role of reconciliation’ (2015). Through emotionally fluctuating reactions, the 
audience witnesses a process of appeasement between ‘you’ and ‘I’, past and present, and a 
common desire for a shared peaceful future.  
 
In the case of Common Ground, the space of the stage is the common destination that enables 
the piece’s devising process to become a shared ground for discussing seemingly incompatible 
narratives. The interplay between memories, stories, and historiographical accounts – a 
multiplicity of viewpoints on how biographical and historical dimensions are inextricably 
intertwined – highlights the ways in which temporality converges and separates according to 
the actors’ movements of agreement and divergence. Further, the focus on personal 
experiences of place and mobility, of life and the contingent forms it takes, emphasises the 
work’s reliance on interpersonal exchanges and collective modes of questioning, in other 
words, on trans-subjectivity. According to Ronen, ‘until a certain point it didn’t really feel 
like a normal rehearsal process; it’s as if a play kind of erupted out of a very personal group 
therapy process’ (2015). To view collaboration as a socio-spatial form of engagement that 
enables the negotiation of multiple viewpoints which, in turn, guide the decisions about 
devising processes seems to me a productive basis for conceiving a dialogical dimension for 
collaborative place-making. Since the goal of the theory of place-making is to instigate 
pluralistic accounts of socio-spatial relations, practicing place-making thus entails activating 
the negotiation of distinct perspectives (and preserving their differences) through dialogical 
formats of interaction. Therefore, artistic collaboration can be seen, in the context of my 
analysis, as a committed practice of dialogue. Yet, as exemplified by Common Ground, the 
dialogic exchange that I want to advance comprises a collectively devised intersection of 
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ideas, stories, places, and practices, which are shared but not necessarily made entirely 
‘common’; by common I mean equal or equivalent understandings. That is, through dialogic 
practices, collaborators can expand their knowledge, and through this process they might alter 
their conceptions without necessarily fully revising their viewpoints, without adopting an 
entirely common perspective. In this respect, theorist Stephen Wright contends that 
‘collaboration cannot be reduced to common interest. Which is why we can say that art is not 
merely a set but truly a community of competencies and perceptions’ (2004: 544; original 
emphasis). Wright’s notion of artistic collaboration as a community of specific ‘competencies 
and perceptions’ is useful for the model of place-making; it supports the idea that collaborative 
place-making is not intended to be a prearranged or preprogrammed collective approach to 
cultural production, but rather a place of negotiation of different experiences and viewpoints, 
out of which common methodologies can gradually unfold.  
 
The practice of collaborative place-making is shaped by each collaborator’s diverse ways of 
experiencing, thinking, and enacting their sense of place (from the ways they move to their 
experiences of growing up and living in a certain place). For example, one of the most 
powerful and moving dialogues in Common Ground is performed by two young women 
(Jasmina Musić and Mateja Meded), originally from the same city; their accounts however, 
convey apparent opposing sides of ‘history’: one is the daughter of a man who died in a 
prisoners’ camp, and the other the daughter of a former guard in that same camp. Creatively 
working not only with multiple contributions but potentially also with seemingly 
irreconcilable versions of socio-spatial experiences calls for a dialogic kind of reflexiveness 
in order to succeed in respecting (and maintaining) the distinctiveness of each individual’s 
position. In this context, modes of dialogue and conversation become significant tools with 
which each practitioner creates her own language; a language that is unique in the action of 
revealing oneself to the other, and which becomes partially common only through exchange. 
	 102	
In his work on dialogue, physicist David Bohm insists that attempting at creating a common 
meaning or understanding does not disregard the individual; he advances that dialogue ‘is 
something between the individual and the collective. It can move between them […] there is 
both a collective mind and an individual mind, and like a stream, the flow moves between 
them’ (1996: 31-32; original emphasis). Such in-between space, I propose, can correspond to 
the dialogic mobility between each collaborator’s individual subjectivity and the collective 
work of artistic collaboration; it corresponds, in other words, to pluri-vocal reflexiveness, to 
the efforts of collectively analysing and affirming the uniqueness of each collaborator’s 
viewpoint. Concerning artworks based on dialogic forms of exchange, Kester states that 
conversation ‘is reframed as an active, generative process that can help us speak and imagine 
beyond the limits of fixed identities, official discourse, and the perceived inevitability of 
partisan political conflict’ (2004: 8). The generative processes which are activated by 
dialogical exchanges can, therefore, raise multiple possibilities beyond the ideas initially 
brought by each practitioner; yet, the newness of possibilities that dialogue affords can also 
increase the uncertainty of its outcome. Here I want to draw on psychologist Patricia 
Romney’s analysis of dialogue, including her understanding of Mikhail Bakhtin’s idea of 
‘dialogism’.57 According to Romney, dialogism 
encourages us to recognize and examine the many and varied perspectives that 
exist in most situations. The multiple voices and perspectives revealed are not 
framed as either-or choices, but are all viewed as potentially correct […] 
Therefore, dialogue leads not to one certain outcome but rather to many 
possibilities (2005: 4).  
 
Such ‘polyphony’ of different viewpoints, ideas, and possible outcomes is crucial for 
collaborative practices of place-making, and the model’s aim to promote pluralistic 
approaches to spatial production. Dialogic reflexiveness then, is central to destabilise 
normative relations of dichotomy such as when accounts of place and mobility are framed as 
either-or choices. As in the case of Jasmina and Mateja’s exchange in Common Ground,  
                                                        
57 Kester’s (2004) notion of ‘dialogical’ artworks also draws from Mikhail Bakhtin’s ‘dialogism’. 
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dialogic reflexiveness is, in my view, the tool which allows both actors to communicate their 
accounts, and to voice their uneasiness, without the fear of reprimand, and without foreclosing 
any possibility for each of them (and the audience) to consider their own experiences in 
relation to the other’s. Thus, in attempting to establish collaborative place-making as a 
counter-hegemonic socio-spatial practice, I suggest that dialogic reflexiveness is key for 
asserting the importance of collective modes of questioning for developing inclusive, non-
hierarchical, and anti-authoritarian approaches to the construction of place.   
 
The practice of dialogue can foster a multi-directional exploration, which encourages a 
particular kind of creative thinking that is important for collaborative practices of place-
making.58 According to Bohm, in practicing dialogue ‘each person does not attempt to make 
common certain ideas or items of information that are already known to him. Rather, it may 
be said that the two people are making something in common, i.e., creating something new 
together’ (1996: 3; original emphasis). In Common Ground, this newness is conveyed through 
a ‘dialogue about the subjects [questions of personal and national identity, ability to forgive, 
to move on, and to remember] and not just about the war’ (Ronen, 2015); the topic of the war 
in former Yugoslavia becomes ‘mobile’ considering how audiences in Berlin access specific 
historic-geographical accounts through the familiarity of challenges involved in interpersonal 
negotiations of identities. For example, by empathising with Bormann, the German actor 
whose understanding of socio-political conflict is coupled with his experience of living in 
(West) Berlin throughout the German reunification, the audience can access their own 
experiences of conflict in Germany from a different place; like Bormann, they are invited to 
connect their own experiences of place and mobility with personal accounts of former 
Yugoslavia in the 90s, and thus to look at them anew. The potential for newness – or change, 
                                                        
58 Concerning the processes of socio-cultural structuring of our brains, neuroscientist Gerald Hüther insists 
on the social role that creativity plays; Hüther affirms that: ‘Human beings really become creative when they 
succeed in merging the individual capabilities, insights, talents and ideas that they have acquired in their 
own world with those of others’ (2008: 121-123).   
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or difference, or counter-hegemony even – is then nurtured and stimulated by the actors’ 
commitment to engage in dialogue, and collectively create a multi-faceted reading of their 
experiences of place and mobility. Concurrently, it is through dialogical exchange that 
collaborators of place-making produce the socio-creative environment for their art-making. 
As actors share their different perspectives about the conflicts in former Yugoslavia 
throughout the process of making Common Ground, their views become more comprehensive, 
which allows for ‘the piece [to] became a mutual diary of [the trip’s] experience’ (Ronen, 
2015). Alongside such individual shifts of perspective, relationships amongst the actors also 
change; and, as the previous children of victims and perpetrators who have fled to Germany 
devise a theatre piece together through a dialogic approach to reflexiveness, trust and relations 
of friendship are also fostered.  
 
Dialogue brings about a decisive challenge however, as it requires a collective disposition to 
stay open to what might arise during its progress – the spatio-temporal changes intrinsic to its 
practice, to the unpredictability of its course. In his conception of dialogue without leader or 
specific agenda, Bohm declares that, ‘Dialogue is really aimed at going into the whole thought 
process and changing the way the thought process occurs collectively’ (1996: 10). This focus 
on changing the form (of thought structures and patterns) points to the mobility that is 
implicated in the entanglement between thinking, conversing, and enacting. In other words, 
interconnections between individual experiences, ideas and representations of movement can 
be further developed by dialogic forms of knowledge production. Thus, stressing the role of 
dialogue in the creative process of envisioning and enacting change is not only pertinent but 
also potentially radical. The radicalness of dialogue rests, I argue, in the ‘transformative’ 
quality of its co-devised approach to knowledge production. Conversational interactions 
create the possibility for collaborators to share meaning about their different understandings 
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of place and mobility and, consequently, to confront the various forms of knowledge that each 
collaborator holds.59 As Kester writes, 
Knowledge is reliable, safe, and certain as long as it is held in mono-logical 
isolation and synchronic arrest. As soon as it becomes mobilized and 
communicable, this certainty slips away and truth is negotiated in the gap 
between self and other, through an unfolding, dialogical exchange (2011: 19). 
 
The shifts that may arise from challenges to collaborators’ viewpoints contain unpredictable 
outcomes regarding their eventual materialisation – the ensuing decisions about devising 
processes, for example. Filmmaker and scholar Florian Schneider analyses collaboration in 
relation to its intrinsic volatility; he writes, ‘Collaboration entails rhizomatic structures where 
knowledge grows exuberantly and proliferates in unforeseeable ways’ (2006: 253). 
Unpredictability (along with the open and experimental character of its corresponding 
materialisation) is, I reiterate, a strong destabiliser of hegemonic socio-spatial relations, and 
thus critical to collaborators of place-making regarding the performance of their collectively 
produced knowledge and its potential for socio-spatial change.  
 
A pedagogical account: the praxis of collaborative place-making 
 
The uncertainty that is characteristic of dialogical exchange, with its bearing on the production 
of ‘transformative’ knowledge, can have crucial implications for pedagogical perspectives on 
artistic practices and their modes of collaboration. As such, I want to consider the relation 
between collaborative place-making and learning, and identify the key pedagogical elements 
of this connection, as well as their relevance for a pluralistic spatiality. In my experience, 
adopting a collaborative approach to artistic practice is a choice that reinforces a particular 
need of, and desire for, togetherness and connection. In Miwon Kwon’s work on the relation 
                                                        
59 Theorist Theodore Zeldin describes conversation as ‘a meeting of minds with different memories and 
habits. When minds meet, they don’t just exchange facts: they transform them, reshape them, draw different 
implications from them, engage in new trains of thought. Conversation doesn’t just reshuffle the cards: it 
creates new cards’ (1998, 2000: 14).  
	 106	
between art-making and place, she calls for ‘the need to imagine alternative possibilities of 
togetherness and collective action, indeed of collaboration and community’ (2002: 153). This 
emphasis on interconnectedness mirrors MacDonald’s view that ‘Collaboration connects, it 
does not and cannot resolve. It is the question, rather than the answer’ (2012: 173). Yet, the 
connectedness that collaboration brings about can be, in my view, simultaneously question 
and answer; it can be part of an idea of questioning as a form of collectively experiencing, 
reading, and interpreting the socio-spatial relationships at stake. Understanding artistic 
collaboration as an interrogative form of connection (expressed through dialogic 
reflexiveness) follows, I propose, a pedagogically conscious approach to knowledge 
production.   
 
Drawing on educator and philosopher Paulo Freire’s (1996) and cultural critic Henry Giroux’s 
(2000) accounts, I use the term pedagogy to indicate the politics of knowledge formation 
involved in any form of education or educational context (and not to suggest classroom or 
teaching practices specifically). As for the notion of education, I apply it in reference to the 
processes by which learning is activated, and to signpost the formative effect of various 
experiences, which may take place outside formal learning environments.60 My focus 
however, is on instances of dialogical exchange in relation to collaborative place-making and 
therefore, on a pedagogic reading of how knowledge can be transformed (and transformative) 
through such journeys of inter-subjective communication. As Freire states: ‘It’s interesting to 
see the etymology of education. It means precisely a movement that goes from outside to 
inside and comes from inside to outside’ (1990: 187).61 The understanding that knowledge 
                                                        
60 Giroux speaks of the significance of education (formal and informal) and pedagogy ‘as a crucial cultural, 
political, and moral practice for connecting politics, power, and social agency to the broader formative 
processes of democratic public life’ (2000: 11). 
61 Philosopher and scholar Jones Irwin addresses the important influence and legacy of the work of Paulo 
Freire for the movement of ‘critical pedagogy’ in the USA. According to Irwin ‘This movement, led by 
figures such as Peter McLaren (McLaren, 1994), bell hooks (hooks, 1994) and Henry Giroux (Giroux, 
2000), acknowledges Freire’s work as pivotal in its self-understanding and seeks to apply neo-Freirean 
approaches to problems in contemporary education and society’ (2012: 191).  
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travels (and consequently shifts) gives visibility to the capacity of artistic collaboration to act 
as an educational practice of mobile concepts and relations – a practice that can incorporate 
the ways in which one experiences the social world, the everyday life experiences of 
collaborators of place-making. Writing about the work of Freire, educational theorist Peter 
Roberts asserts that ‘Knowledge, on the Freirean view, arises not from isolated, individual, 
abstract, purely theoretical activity but through dialogue, human practice, and engagement 
with the messy realities of everyday life’ (2010: 5). Connecting learning (in/through art-
making) with everyday life is very suggestive for collaborative explorations of socio-spatial 
relations. Specifically, to follow Freire’s focus on lived experience as basis for pedagogical 
practices (Roberts, 2010) means that the politics of knowledge formation within instances of 
collaborative place-making could have a significant bearing on a wider social sphere.  
 
The idea of an explicit connection between collaborative place-making as a critical 
pedagogical practice, and the broad social world to which art-making belongs raises 
significant questions about how such mobility of knowledge production could be effectively 
manifested in terms of artistic modes of production, and how these might affect social relations 
between collaborators. According to Giroux, it is important to address ‘the primacy of the 
pedagogical as a constitutive element of a democratic political culture that links struggles over 
identities and meaning to broader struggles over material relations of power’ (2000: 7). 
Therefore, it is also necessary to conceptualise collaborative place-making as part of a culture 
of politics, or political culture, which is shaped by debates about culture’s capacity to create 
meanings, define democratic practices, and promote social justice (Giroux, 2000). In this 
context, I want to assert the potential of the role of collaborators of place-making in 
acknowledging the spatial trajectories of their practice (across the sites of artistic collaboration 
and everyday life), to the development of a counter-hegemonic political culture. As a cultural 
activity, artistic collaboration may indeed become political, according to Giroux,  
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as a set of practices that represents and deploys power thereby shaping particular 
identities, mobilizing a range of passions, and legitimating precise forms of 
political culture. Culture in this instance becomes productive, inextricably 
linked to the related issues of power and agency (2000: 9). 
  
However, and precisely because collaborative art-making can enact ideas of political culture, 
it can also advance dominant ideologies and practices such as exclusivist, hierarchical, and 
authoritarian modes of knowledge production, which only reinforce hegemonic conceptions 
of the political role of cultural practices. Here, I want to point to a caveat concerning the extent 
to which ‘socially engaged art’ practices can become intertwined with curatorial agendas of 
sponsoring institutions, which has led to what Kwon calls ‘the popularization of newly 
bureaucratized and formulaic versions of community-based art: artist + community + social 
issue = new critical/public art’ (2002: 146).62 This is an important point that Kwon discusses 
regarding how community identities are transformed into social issues, which are, in turn, 
represented by artworks and, at the same time, institutionally reified to be consumed as 
‘authentic’.63 The issue of art practices engaged in collaborative modes of art-making with (or 
on behalf of) non-artist communities though stands outside the range of my analysis, and so I 
will not go deeper into it.64 The focus of my project is on relations of collaboration between 
artists, and how their collectively produced knowledge might enact inclusive conceptions of 
place, and thus bring about socio-spatial change beyond the movable territory of art-making, 
into artists’ everyday life.  
 
                                                        
62 Unlike art critic and curator Nicolas Bourriaud’s theory of ‘Relational Aesthetics’ (2002), my 
investigation addresses spatial politics involved in mobility-driven formats of artistic collaboration, and not 
the politics of relationality between artworks and their audience-participants. Yet, I want to mention Stewart 
Martin’s pertinent critique, where he states that ‘Relational Aesthetics can be read as the manifesto for a new 
political art confronting the service economies of informational capitalism – an art of the multitude. But it 
can also be read as a naïve mimesis or aestheticisation of novel forms of capitalist exploitation’ (2007: 371; 
original emphasis). 
63 Deirdre Heddon also warns about recent state revaluing of art’s ‘supposed potential for creating social 
cohesion [risking that] the enduring structural inequalities that lead to systemic marginalization and 
disaffection of those who are the focus of socially engaged art projects remain in place and are potentially 
further disguised under the ameliorative, sometimes superficial and temporary effects of the work’ (2012: 
179).  
64 For an influential account of the participatory trend in performance studies (mainly in the US) see 
Shannon Jackson’s (2011) contribution.   
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In positioning critical pedagogy in relation to collaborative art-making, I want to emphasise 
pedagogy’s function as a nexus where theory and practice productively meet, and where 
epistemological and ethical-political principles are manifested. As such, in considering the 
collaborative potential of place-making as a ground for articulating collective learning with 
dialogic reflexiveness, I am also drawing attention to a particularly mobile relationship 
between theory and practice. This perspective is in accordance with Freire’s principle of 
‘praxis’, about which Irwin asserts: ‘practice and theory working in symbiosis and reciprocal 
challenge’ (2012: 12). In this sense, practicing a pluralistic spatiality through place-making 
involves, I propose, collaborating in the exercise of questioning and intervening in the world 
both intellectually and by means of action.65 This exercise of collectively interconnecting 
critical thinking with practice is, in my view, inextricably intertwined with the awareness that 
knowledge (theoretical and practical) shapes historical socio-political practices and, as Freire 
claims, that ‘it is in the social experience of history that we as human beings have created 
knowledge’ (1990: 194). Accordingly, collaborative place-making could foster socio-spatial 
justice through the pluri-vocal historicization of its produced knowledge. Collectively 
situating co-produced knowledge follows, as Freire states, the understanding of ‘how 
important it is to learn that we are being made by the history we make in the social process 
inside of history’ (1990: 216; original emphasis). As a cultural practice that produces socio-
political stances, collaborative place-making could assist in upholding the mobile (and 
contingent) interconnections between learning, knowledge, and socio-spatial change.  
 
                                                        
65 Here, it is worth mentioning Conversations in Maine (1978), a book which consists of transcribed 
conversations recorded from 1968 to 1974 among James and Grace Lee Boggs, and Freddy and Lyman 
Paine. This, is a suggestive example of how informal dialogue between friends can be pedagogically 
mobilised to produce critical reflections on various socio-political and ethical issues; and how its self-
reflexive dimension pertinently offers situated insights into the socio-spatial dynamics of collaboration, in 
this case, between friends/activists. More detailed information here: 
http://www.boggscenter.org/c_maine/html/editors_preface.html      
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The goal of the praxis of place-making is to generate a pluralistic spatiality by exploring and 
conceiving alternative approaches to hegemonic and thus patriarchal ways of knowing. 
Practical, empirical, informal, and embodied forms of knowledge are important tools to 
confront dominant and commodified socio-cultural relations. Specifically, my interpretation 
of embodied forms of knowledge follows feminist performance studies scholars Elaine Aston 
& Geraldine Harris’ notion of ‘embodied knowledge’, which they claim, ‘points to modes of 
exchange and sharing of knowledge and of understanding orientated towards the experiential, 
the physical, and the material and, by extension, to the local and the specific’ (2008: 9). It is 
relevant then to address the pedagogical implications of artistic collaboration in relation to 
feminist thinking. As a woman I am interested in exploring feminist perspectives on 
knowledge formation in order to develop tools that can challenge oppressive modes of cultural 
production founded on gender-based and other exclusionary relations of power, and their 
bearing on spatial practices (for example, through restricted forms of spatial access or use for 
particular social groups). As a set of pedagogical encounters between theory and practice, 
artistic collaboration can contribute to shape the politics of socio-cultural practices; thus, 
developing a feminist epistemology of spatial production becomes crucial for my 
development of the model of place-making. 
 
Critical pedagogy has, according to theorists Crabtree, Sapp, & Licona (2009), served as a 
main influence for feminist pedagogy, specifically the work of Freire (1996).66 Feminist 
pedagogy is, like critical pedagogy, concerned with issues of power, consciousness-raising, 
and social transformation; it primarily deals with a gender-based analysis of how these 
questions are further complicated (and transformed) by the multiplicity of identities and forms 
                                                        
66 Freire’s followers, though mostly are male (MacLaren, 2000; Giroux, 1997; and Shor 1996), include bell 
hooks, whose work is concerned with a feminist perspective on critical pedagogy; hooks affirms that: ‘When 
I discovered the work of the Brazilian thinker Paulo Freire, my first introduction to critical pedagogy, I 
found a mentor and a guide, someone who understood that learning could be liberatory’ (1994: 6). Despite 
this acknowledgement, hooks also recognizes that ‘Already deeply engaged with feminist thinking, I had no 
difficulty bringing that critique to Freire’s work’ (1994: 6).  
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of oppression (Crabtree et al., 2009). The praxis of collaborative place-making engages such 
an analytical outlook in order to confront the processes by which assumptions about, and 
practices of, socio-spatial relations are created and maintained.67 Feminist pedagogy offers a 
critical perspective for examining the relation between gender-space-power relations and 
knowledge production in collaborative place-making; it provides, as Crabtree et al. advocate, 
‘a framework for developing particular strategies and methods in the service of particular 
objectives for learning outcomes and social change’ (2009: 2). In practice collaborative place-
making focusses on the ways co-produced knowledge might instigate progressive socio-
spatial transformation through feminist modes of cultural production. Through the lenses of 
feminist pedagogy, the analysis of place-making could then report on how knowledge 
formation, cultural politics, and social life intersect each other; feminist pedagogy importantly 
supplies place-making with a critical instrument ‘against hegemonic educational practices that 
tacitly accept or more forcefully reproduce an oppressively gendered, classed, racialized, and 
androcentric social order’ (Crabtree et al., 2009: 1). Bringing critical pedagogy together with 
feminist theory seems therefore particularly relevant for practices of artistic collaboration that 
seek to promote socio-spatial justice by engaging in critical and accountable explorations of 
cultural production. Moreover, feminist pedagogy can also assist artistic collaboration in 
pursuing feminist politics by guiding practitioners to align their modes of knowledge 
production with the ‘movement to end sexism, sexist exploitation, and oppression’ (hooks, 
2015: 1). Significantly, the dialogic and self-reflexive mechanisms that practices of place-
making comprise are also the basis for articulating a feminist approach to the construction of 
place through art-making. Specifically, feminist pedagogy enables a gender-based analysis of 
the ways practitioners’ distinct experiences of place and mobility shape their collaborative art-
making. As evidenced by the work Finally together on time (2011) by Ivana Müller & Bojana 
                                                        
67 Following philosopher Marilyn Friedman, I want to suggest that feminist pedagogy can invigorate the 
awareness that ‘Citizenship is one of many sets of social practices in which differentiation by gender is 
ancient and stubbornly persistent’ (2005: 4).        
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Kunst, accounts of personal experiences of mobility are prominently foregrounded in the 
collaborative processes of feminist knowledge production. This instance of artistic 
collaboration illustrates how subjectiveness, in the form of artists’ spatial experiences, can 
inform modes of collaboration in a way that, as Crabtree et al. write, ‘emphasizes the 
epistemological validity of personal experience [and] acknowledges personal, communal, and 
subjective ways of knowing as valid forms of inquiry and knowledge production’ (2009: 4). 
In my view, the piece exemplifies how feminist pedagogy can assist practitioners of place-
making in developing a praxis of artistic collaboration.  
 
Finally together on time is a dialogic performance with the duration of about 30 minutes that 
juxtaposes pre-recorded footage with live performance.68 The piece, performed by both 
authors (Müller’s life-size projection on screen, and Kunst live on stage), deals with questions 
of time and the labour processes of collaborative practices, specifically the (a)synchronicity 
of space-time regarding their own multi-faceted strategies of collaboration. The piece starts 
with both performers seemingly trying to synchronise their movements (sitting on identical 
chairs, looking at each other, setting the timer in their mobile-phones, and initiating their pre-
written dialogue). After addressing the audience, Müller & Kunst describe their first 
collaborative attempt, and how they have carried on working since:  
although most of the time it was either you or me that were invited [to develop 
an artistic project] – we were never invited to do something together directly – 
we always managed in some way to involve each other in the project, and use 
the project as the opportunity to simply come together; to in fact steal some time 
from the project for our exchange (2011). 
  
The piece unfolds with the authors presenting their thoughts on modes of collaborative 
production, including the number of hours (paid and non-paid) involved in their work, how 
they handle deadlines, how they deal with their own late email replies, and how they attempt 
at reconciling their work assignments with their personal commitments. According to Müller,      
                                                        
68 The video-documentation of the entire piece can be seen here: https://vimeo.com/32919011  
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This performative pas-de-deux offers different un-institutional ways through 
which a collaboration can develop due to the lack of Time/Space frame that the 
2 collaborators can share within a project: different modes of accidental 
meetings, coffee breaks, long skype talks, commissions of texts, video 
messages, e-mail exchanges (2011). 
 
Based on the experiences of mobility of each collaborator, Finally together on time addresses 
the need and desire to develop ‘unconventional’ ways of working together in order to share 
the space-time that is available to both (never more than four consecutive days in the same 
place), and constantly limited by their various personal and professional responsibilities. As 
Kunst announces during the piece: ‘we spend a lot of time on Skype, mostly after nine in the 
evening, outside the official working hours, and when our kids are sleeping’ (2011). Such 
approach to knowledge production is, as Müller declares, part of ‘a catalogue of methods that 
Bojana and me, intentionally or unintentionally, developed as a way to work together, 
continuously, over the last eight years’ (2011). In my view, the piece exposes the collaborative 
process of making theory as practice, and practice as a way of living; the recurrent 
impossibility of both artists being in the same place at the same time however, brings about 
new prospects, as Müller declares,  
This impossibility gives us a real problem; and when we have a problem we also 
have a promise of a project, or something that we can really share, that we have 
to take care about together [...] And, as long as we don’t solve it, this problem 
gives us a future, a future together, with you [the audience] (2011).  
 
Beyond the pedagogical exercise of implementing theoretical principles of collaboration, the 
piece enacts ‘a way of living both professionally and personally’ (Crabtree et al., 2009: 6). In 
employing a mobile approach to processes of collaboration, guided by the specificities of each 
collaborator’s personal and professional circumstances, Finally together on time epitomises 
the creative and critical potential of artistic collaboration through the practice of feminist 
pedagogy.  
 
The geographical landscape through which collaborators of place-making both encounter each 
other and work together is shaped by a provisional arrangement of multiple space-time 
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locations. In the particular case of Finally together on time, several places and distances are 
implicated in a process that combines face-to-face with remote forms of communication; as 
Kunst affirms in the piece: ‘Our lives are always made of multi-temporalities that are 
sometimes very difficult to overlap’. A common aspect in determining suitable methodologies 
for artistic collaboration is the fact that artists may travel regularly and physical distance can 
quickly become a main aspect of their collaborative practice. In the cited performance, the 
juxtaposition of co-presence with absence reinforces the need of a purposely mobile mode of 
communication and devising tools. For this reason, I want to include here a significant point 
raised by Urry’s account of the new mobilities paradigm (2007; 2011) regarding the role of 
presence in Western-like life models. Urry states that: 
All social life, of work, family, education and politics, presume relationships of 
intermittent presence and modes of absence depending in part upon the multiple 
technologies of travel and communications that move objects, people, ideas, 
images across varying distances. Presence is thus intermittent, achieved, 
performed and always interdependent with other processes of connections and 
communication (2007: 47). 
 
Urry’s conceptualisation of presence as intermittent is a valuable contribution to the 
development of collaborative place-making, specifically to the exploration of pedagogically 
informed strategies that can critically expose the imbricated connections which constitute 
experiences of mobility. Finally together on time depicts a collaborative recreation of 
‘presence’ (and ‘time’) based on the experiences of mobility of its authors, and their wish for 
togetherness; their joint effort of reinventing relations of presence/absence follows the 
unpredictability of a non-institutional and non-hierarchical approach to knowledge 
production, which not only evades the constraints of ‘official working hours’, but also replaces 
the restrictiveness of those structures with the generative possibilities of a ‘customised’ 
epistemology. As they state during the piece: ‘Maybe it is important to say, this impossibility 
of being together for real, was once again, a result of a very banal set of coincidences. You 
mean me getting pregnant and you getting a new job’ (2011). In exposing the specific context 
in which their methodologies are created, Müller and Kunst uncover their particular 
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experiences of mobility, but also the dynamics of their pedagogy – the process of negotiation 
of their space-time relations.      
 
Since presence and co-presence are recurrently happening at irregular intervals and across 
various distances, it is necessary to further reflect on the juxtaposition of such multi-
dimensional experiences of time-space relations and its potential effect on the formation of 
knowledge. In her essay Prognosis of Collaboration (2009), Kunst includes a Post script in 
which she states:  
The first idea for this text came from the desire to do a prognosis on 
collaboration in a collaborative way, together with Ivana Müller. However 
strongly we wanted to do that, we failed because of the lack of time. When I was 
preparing for the conference I realised our failure was not only the result of the 
lack of time, but we failed because we wanted to invent and make visible yet 
another protocol of collaboration, to add something more to its excess. We didn’t 
take into account that we were already collaborating, encountering and 
challenging each other through many situations, conditioning our future 
together, with no visibility required (2009). 
 
By embracing various creative forms of communication and exchange, collaborators of place-
making could pedagogically explore and negotiate their co-presence, distance, and absence – 
their simultaneously mobile and embodied spatiality.69 Kunst’s Post script continues with the 
letter she received from Müller on the day before the conference, and which was read at the 
end of the lecture:  
Dear Bojana, I am not there but I see us working. You are not here but I see you 
responding. I am anticipating our next meeting […] days before it really 
happens, here and now at home in Paris. I can only imagine the event […] It is 
like theatre. When we make theatre, we prepare ourselves for the moment of the 
meeting with the spectator; that moment in the future that will become our 
mutual here and now […] Once again the limitations are so extreme that only 
this strange mix of intuition and belief can be the right way to think, act and 
create. It almost becomes our methodology (2009). 
 
                                                        
69 In Anna Hickey-Moody & Tara Page’s work on the pedagogical entanglements of knowing and being, the 
authors state that ‘bodies and the process of embodiment are core to our ways of knowing-being. However, 
they are also fundamental to the entanglement of matter and learning and teaching (pedagogy) [and to] the 
moments when materials and spaces impact on bodies and bodies impact on ideas’ (2016: 12; original 
emphasis).  
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This (pedagogical) level of reflexiveness is expressed through the recognition of how diverse 
subjective experiences of mobility (and their intersections) condition processes of artistic 
collaboration. At the same time, developing methodologies that are adapted to each 
collaborator’s shifting spatial positioning and way of living foregrounds the politics of 
knowledge formation involved in feminist practices of collaboration.  
 
Concurrently, I want to argue that Müller & Kunst’s (2011) pedagogically conscious level of 
answerability (to each other and to their commitment to a number of shared projects) fosters 
a feminist viewpoint regarding the validity of personal experiences (of mobility) as productive 
forms of inquiry for collaborative place-making. Here, I return to a feminist understanding of 
epistemologies for collaborative practices – or collaborative epistemologies – where 
(necessarily distinct) subjective experiences are seen as crucial sources of knowledge, and 
thus decisive in the development of working tools, as illustrated by this excerpt: 
here is a small inventory of times necessary to complete a promise of being 
Finally together on time. 12 steps to reach the chair. Ivana 3 steps to disappear. 
Bojana 7 days to write this dialogue. And 45 minutes to perform it. […] Ivana 
45 minutes from home to this place, or more precisely 16 metro stations, with 3 
changes. Bojana 4 hours from home to this place, or more precisely 700 frequent 
flyer miles, flying directly plus some taxis. […] Ivana 530 hours of reading, 
mostly on planes, trains and in other public transportation. Bojana 2093 minutes 
of audio-visual material, viewed either on your or on my personal computer. 
Ivana Countless hours of time spent on the internet. Bojana In total at least 15 
days in which we supposed to work together, that we cancelled. Ivana Hours of 
shows made together—none. Bojana Books written together—none. Ivana 
Proposals made together—plenty. Bojana Minutes of synchronous public 
appearance—none (2011; my emphasis). 
 
By giving visibility to the minutiae of their dialogic process of collaboration, Müller & Kunst 
not only affirm the role of personal experience in determining the unfolding of their 
collaborative epistemology, they also transform pieces of personal experience into active 
agents of knowledge production. Theatre scholar Jill Dolan’s work on ‘geographies of 
learning’, on the intersections of theory and practice, and activism and performance, has 
pointed out the significance of personal experience; as she writes, ‘Since the success of 
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identity studies in many academic contexts, experience has become a legitimate site of 
knowledge […] Scholarship has become embodied in people whose lives it reflects’ (2001: 
14). In her description of her own feminist teaching experience, Dolan affirms that ‘experience 
is a form of theory and can be analysed accordingly’ (2001: 133). Examining collaborative 
approaches to knowledge formation through critical and feminist pedagogical perspectives is 
therefore particularly important where practitioners aim to enact a socially inclusive approach 
to cultural production – where they strategically embrace mobile, reflexive, subjective, and 
embodied methodologies in order to perform a counter-hegemonic construction of place 
through art-making. 
 
Questions of time (particularly aspects of duration) can acquire a significant role in the 
collaborative practice of place-making. With the purpose of developing critical approaches 
that creatively collapse modes of working with modes of living, collaborators of place-making 
could follow an open-ended praxis. By open-ended I mean to engage in projects which do not 
have a prearranged end date; the absence of a pre-determined duration of a project could 
considerably shape collaborative place-making in two crucial ways. First, regarding the 
unpredictable ways in which knowledge formation could continuously inform and, 
consequently, re-direct the development and materialisation of place-making. For curator and 
scholar Irit Rogoff, it is important that ‘education in and of and for the arts with its flimsy, 
unstable and non-teleological epistemologies [asserts] the complete impossibility of knowing 
in advance where thought and practice might lead’ (2007: 14; original emphasis). Seemingly 
a challenge, such impossibility of anticipating outcomes could represent instead a crucial 
navigational principle for the collaborative practice of place-making. In other words, the 
experimental character of multiple and contingent methodologies could support the 
progressive disappearance of borders between working and living spaces of action. Rogoff 
also claims that in educational art contexts ‘a mode of operating is emerging which insists that 
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we can learn not just from doing but also from being’ (2007: 20). This is consistent with 
Giroux’s (2000) concept of ‘border pedagogy’, in which artists and other cultural workers 
actively participate across diverse sites of cultural production – between public and private, 
institutional and non-institutional forms of knowledge – negotiating the porousness and 
fluidity of an in-between (mobile) territory. Accordingly, artists and practitioner-researchers 
performing such mode of spatial articulation might find themselves committed to a movement 
‘within and across disciplinary, political, and cultural borders in order to raise new questions, 
produce diverse contexts in which to organize the energies of a moral vision’ (Giroux, 2000: 
134). In merging professional with personal relationships, collaborators of place-making not 
only can disrupt conventional working arrangements that follow professionally assigned roles, 
behaviour, and learning approaches; they also enable long-term relations of friendship to form 
and/or develop. And this is, I contend, the second fundamental way in which collaborative 
place-making could actively engage time (duration) in the creation of pluralistic places of/for 
learning – with relations of friendship as the locus for continuous personal, artistic, and 
ethical-political exchange, thus expanding the sites of potential counter-hegemonic reach.   
 
A feminist practice: the role of friendship in collaborative place-making  
 
Friendship could provide collaborative place-making with a relational and open-ended 
approach to the construction of place. The significance of friendship upon place-making is 
that informal knowledge, and the (similar and dissimilar) experiences that shape relations 
between friends, could feed into the processes of art-making thus promoting a pluralistic 
approach to cultural production. Moreover, by bringing ethical-political values with personal 
care together, friendship could act as a catalyst for a mobile practice of collaboration across 
the public and private spheres of life. Therefore, I find it critical to identify the pedagogical 
implications of friendship for the praxis of place-making; specifically, how friendship could 
	 119	
productively merge sites of formal and informal learning that is crucial in fostering a feminist 
epistemology. Thus, in this section, I propose a feminist-inspired reading of friendship, as it 
is found in the writings of philosopher Marilyn Friedman (1993) on friendship and moral 
theory, in conjunction with those of Jon Nixon (2015) on the politics of friendship – based on 
the life and work of Hannah Arendt, as well as on her correspondence with her friends – which 
can serve a mobility driven notion of artistic collaboration. I start by addressing the 
characteristics of friendship, which in John von Heyking & Richard Avramenko’s (2008) 
account of Western political philosophy, presuppose that all aspects of each person/friend – 
her rational, moral, and spiritual components – not only shape the relation at stake but have a 
bearing on the individual’s sense of belonging in civil and political society. As such, 
individual civic and political participation is deeply informed by relations of friendship. 
Following Heyking & Avramenko, ‘The persistence of the connection between personal 
friendships and the political society they sustain and that in turn sustains and protects them’ 
(2008: 14-15) evokes the significance of personal friendship for political society; and so, it 
attests to the relevance of my exploration of the role of friendship in place-making. 
 
Adopting friendship as the relational material upon which artistic collaboration takes place 
means that the characteristics of a particular friend (and friendship) could determine modes of 
working. Additionally, through the process of devising specific and contingent approaches to 
art-making, collaborating friends might engage with each other’s distinct moral values and 
principles. The uniqueness that friendship encapsulates raises, then, the politically charged 
question of plurality. Therefore, it is crucial to note that, according to most experts, friendship 
is conceived as a voluntary relationship that has mutuality and equality as pillars around which 
the uniqueness of each individual is actively negotiated through affection and interest in the 
other’s perspectives (Nixon, 2015; Friedman, 1993; Gandhi, 2006; Badhwar, 1987).70 
                                                        
70 All surveyed writers mention Aristotle’s three kinds of friendship, which are based on ‘recognition of 
moral goodness of character, pleasure seeking, and seeking of personal advantage’ (Friedman, 1993: 189). 
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Importantly, this commitment to a person is distinct, although potentially complementary, to 
the commitment to general moral values and guidelines (Friedman, 1993). Despite moral 
principles (of appropriate behaviour, for example) critically conducting most of one’s daily 
life decisions and actions, the commitment to a person takes, in Friedman’s words,  
as its primary focus the unique concatenation of wants, desires, identity, history, 
and so on of a particular person. It is specific to that person and is not 
generalizable to others. It acknowledges the uniqueness of the friend and can be 
said to honor or celebrate that uniqueness (1993: 190-191). 
  
The distinctiveness intrinsic to friendship offers friends a place for acknowledging and thus 
negotiating each other’s particularities. This impossibility of generalising the relation (or the 
friend’s uniqueness) is significant for a feminist (pedagogic) perspective on the role of 
friendship in collaborative place-making because it emphasises the idiosyncrasy of its 
epistemological approach to knowledge formation. In this context, it is worth considering that, 
as philosopher Samir Haddad (2015) states, most Western theories of friendship are based on 
the binary sameness/difference; the dualism’s implications for theories of political belonging 
is that the idea of similarity circles around notions of brotherhood and fraternity. In Haddad’s 
examination of Jacques Derrida’s (2005) politics of friendship, Haddad suggests that such 
traditional dualistic theoretical positions ‘operate to reinforce the exclusion of women, and 
thus dramatically reduce the emancipatory potential of these theories’ (2015: 68). And despite 
Derrida’s intention to develop a notion of friendship and democratic belonging that is 
dissociated from the hegemonic figure of the fraternal, he does not however, according to 
Haddad, provide such a model. It is vital then that collaborative place-making adopts an idea 
of friendship that can challenge dominant connotations of fraternity and, instead, highlight the 
counter-hegemonic value of uniqueness beyond the dichotomy of same/other. In my view, 
Friedman’s (1993) perspective of the function assumed by the idea of uniqueness in friendship 
                                                        
My approach to the importance of friendship for place-making however, does not delve into a discussion 
about the nature of friendship and its implications for moral theory, as this falls outside the scope of this 
chapter. Nonetheless, I follow a notion of friendship that requires, according to Friedman’s positioning, the 
trust of each friend in the other to be, what she terms, ‘a “reliable moral witness”, the reliability in question 
having as much to do with epistemic capacity as with moral goodness’ (1993: 189).    
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(across sexual difference, and thus beyond notions of fraternity or brotherhood) productively 
underlines the question of each friend’s particular knowledge, experience, ability, and 
motivation becoming ‘equally’ important in informing the development of the relationship. 
This means, I claim, that the friend’s uniqueness could also determine the ways in which the 
practice of artistic collaboration among friends is carried out. Therefore, to artistically 
collaborate with a friend in developing work that manifests a pluralistic approach to the 
construction of place involves acknowledging the distinct (and gender-based) mobilities 
implicated, as illustrated in the previous section, as well as embracing each friend’s specific 
set of interests and perspectives, as I demonstrate through the analysis of the following 
practice-as-research artwork.  
 
Interludes – a ride in 4.5 parts (2014) is a video installation created for two television monitors 
by my artist friend För Künkel and myself.71 The video piece (25 min.) explores narrative 
possibilities between two televisions by conveying a dialogue between them and the space in-
between. Together, both televisions depict places in four main locations across three countries 
– the ride starts in rural Gerês (Portugal, 2011), then moves to the Funkhaus, the former GDR 
radio station compound on the outskirts of Berlin (Germany, 2012), then to the touristic sea 
coast town of Omiš (Croatia, 2013), and finally to the housing complex of High Deck Siedlung 
in Berlin (Germany, 2014). Each one of these places offers a particular story of mobility, 
introduced as a dialogue between two fictional characters (mirroring the dialogue between the 
two televisions). Each one of the characters portrays a subjective account of mobility, that is, 
their own embodied discussion of place, including stories of migration and commuting, both 
urban and rural. In proposing diverse (and conflicting) accounts of mobility, the piece intends 
to emphasise the multiple ways in which mobility creates experiences of place. For instance, 
                                                        
71 The piece was presented in June 2014 at the Postgraduate Research Symposium organised by the Drama, 
Theatre and Performance Department (Roehampton University). Please refer to the Artistic Portfolio for 
visual documentation of this piece.  
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Gerês, the opening location of the work, was filmed in 2011, right at the beginning of the last 
financial crisis in Portugal; as a remote place in the mountains of the Portuguese countryside, 
Gerês offers a site for a dialogue between an old and a young man about how recurring 
migration contributes to the disappearance of inland population, and the consequent feeling 
of abandonment that this generates. On the other hand, the housing complex of High Deck 
Siedlung in Berlin, which is the last location presented, depicts a dialogue between two 
children captivated by the fact that one of them will move out of the complex with her family 
into another, wealthier, part of the city. The prospect of physical distance between these two 
friends and neighbours is seen positively, they both have the opportunity to, in the future, 
spend time in a new, bigger flat, and meet new friends/neighbours.   
 
The video installation’s conceptual design of two monitors talking to each other (each monitor 
depicts one character in every dialogue/location) is a reference to the artwork’s dialogic 
approach, but it is also a creative translation of the piece’s goal: to foster our friendship by 
engaging in a different kind of communication – an artistic expression of our extensive 
discussions about place, belonging, travel, identity, and art-making.  Moreover, Interludes – 
a ride in 4.5 parts, our first artistic collaboration, was developed with the specific intention of 
exploring some of the possible interconnections between the above-mentioned themes within 
the specific context of this practice-as-research project. Out of a conversation about my 
study’s main topics, specifically the relationship between place, as a socially produced set of 
spatial relations, and modes of artistic collaboration, we agreed to undertake such an 
explorative journey together. We felt it was important to challenge our conversations further, 
to find ways of articulating our particular interests in socio-spatial relations and ways of 
addressing them (based on our personal life experiences in various places in several countries, 
and our different educational backgrounds and artistic practices), and thus to support the 
growth of our friendship by critically and creatively engaging with each other’s distinct 
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interests and perspectives. As such, I started working on Interludes – a ride in 4.5 parts with 
the purpose of addressing the following research questions: how does friendship determine 
collaborative modes of art-making? And, what are the ethical-political implications of 




Interludes – a ride in 4.5 parts (2014) Documentation of installation, London, UK 
 
We started by looking at footage that we had individually recorded over the past recent years 
and without a pre-determined goal – our motivation had been that of capturing moving image 
sequences that appealed to our general interest in space/place in the context of our travels. 
Except for the last location in Berlin (where we both travelled to and intentionally filmed), all 
the other recordings were waiting for a reason to be re-discovered. The long sessions of 
watching a whole array of video clips from different times and places were accompanied by 
detailed accounts of the contexts in which they had been recorded. In this informal, 
spontaneous, and intuitive way of exchanging experiences and ideas, not only did we learn a 
lot more about each other’s lives but, crucially, we understood how to devise a methodology 
for selecting and composing the audio-visual material. By closely following each other’s 
interests (for example, by including each other’s preferred sequences or favourite locations), 
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we gradually created our own approach to the negotiation of ideas, images, and criteria 
involved in collaborative processes of art-making. Additionally, we recorded most of our 
conversations; we would place a video camera or a voice recorder close to us in order to freely 
navigate across the unpredictable territory of dialogue without having to constantly take notes, 
leaving the (individual) writing to the moments when we would take a break. In this way, we 
could prepare lunch, water the plants, or bake a cake while we talked. The process of recording 
also established a kind of ritualistic frame around our encounters, which proved very useful 
in diverse ways: first, it gave us the opportunity to retrace important aspects of our dialogues 
more accurately; second, the regular accumulation of audio-visual material provided us with 
an unpremeditated archive of (a part of) our friendship, and a kind of performative version of 
our devising process; and third, such collection of images, sounds, and conversations became 
the unplanned (and unedited) output of our artistic of collaboration. Thus, our methodology 
for developing a mode of collaboration was to closely follow our ongoing dialogue 
(specifically about place, mobility, and art-making), its rhythm and pace, the places of 
convergence and divergence, the moments of change and transformation – in essence, to 
reflect the mobile geography of our friendship.  
 
Furthermore, in charting the movements of our collaborative journey, the piece was to become 
a creative output of our commitment to an embodied relationship with feminist principles, and 
a feminist epistemology. Such approach resonates with MacDonald’s considerations about the 
significance of the historic relation between feminism and collaborative performances, in 
which she states:  
For women, performance collaboration, and in some ways the performance of 
collaboration, provided a space in which to investigate the possibilities outside 
the hegemonic relationships produced and reproduced in patriarchy [including] 
the repetitive hierarchies produced in almost all work situations […] Feminism 
implies community. It is built through dialogue and has explored how dialogue 




In our case, the purposely self-reflexive component of our relationship is incorporated in the 
piece’s narrative format, specifically in the dialogues that we created for each place, and where 
we mention our physical presence. For example, Cvita (one of the two characters in Croatia) 
sees För filming a church before she asks her for directions; at this point, a dialogue between 
Cvita and her friend Sara starts. Indeed, our distinct experiences in each one of the places 
depicted (altered in the course of the dialogic processes of remembering and communicating 
them to one another) are the referential elements of our collaborative epistemology. By 
acknowledging our presence with a video camera in each location – which is what 
conceptually triggers all five dialogues in the piece – we place ourselves in the ‘then’ and 
‘there’ of our personal experiences. Concurrently, we place ourselves in relation to each other: 
I have never been to Croatia, nor has För been to Gerês, Portugal; accordingly, we only appear 
together in the last location in Berlin, where we both went and filmed it together. In 
positioning ourselves in the place of the event however we also account for the ways in which 
our actions are manifested, as this excerpt testifies:  
This was when Nayla saw Renata and För with a video camera pointing at her 
building / Nayla stops running / She looks at the direction where the camera is 
pointing at and sees her flat / She notices someone in the balcony waiving at her 
/ She ignores it and looks back at the two people with the camera / She goes 
back to her friend and they continue playing football (2014). 
 
Acknowledging our presence within specific space-time relations allowed us to situate our 
subjective account of a particular place and, simultaneously, to depict places as a coming 
together of different individual journeys. Moreover, through the process of making Interludes 
– a ride in 4.5 parts, friendship became another place of spatial interconnections, a new socio-
cultural gathering of different places. By the means of dialogic self-reflexiveness – in our case, 
a kind of relational biographical storytelling – practitioners of place-making critically explore 
socio-spatial relations through the exchange of their embodied accounts of place and mobility. 
With friendship as the vehicle for developing artistic modes of collaboration, the uniqueness 
of experiences (and their corresponding set of values and principles) that each 
	 126	
friend/collaborator carries and reveals becomes decisive for enacting a pluralistic spatial 
practice, one in which the diversity of spatial accounts is both respected and cherished.  
 
By means of each friend’s acknowledgement and respect for the distinct singularity of the 
other, friendship highlights a pluralistic attitude to social relations; as Nixon asserts, 
‘friendship becomes a microcosm of a pluralistic world based on the equal worth of each 
unique individual’ (2015: 28).72 With plurality as one of friendship’s key constituents, a friend 
becomes both irreplaceable and indispensable. As a consequence, friendship also becomes, to 
use philosopher Neera Kapur Badhwar’s notion, ‘an end in itself’. In what Badhwar identifies 
as a non-instrumental relationship, friends are loved as ends in themselves, rather than as 
means to an end; as she explains: ‘Because the friends are not primarily means to each other’s 
ends, they cannot – logically cannot – be replaced by more efficient means, or abandoned on 
the achievement of the end’ (1987: 3). Badhwar’s notion of end friendship (friendship as an 
end in itself) is based on the distinction between the friend who is loved by her essential 
features, and the kind of instrumental friendship where the friend is loved by her incidental 
features.73 Usefulness is not, and should not be, necessarily absent from end friendship; and 
the satisfaction or pleasure that results from meeting one’s goals through friendship can exist 
alongside the pleasure felt as a consequence of loving that particular friend (Badhwar, 1987). 
In this respect, then, there are countless forms of end friendships. Because each unique 
individual stimulates an equally distinct relation of friendship, having a particular friend as 
the basis for artistic collaboration (instead of having a friend purely as means to create artistic 
work) suggests, I argue, that the other’s own goals and interests could become tangible 
                                                        
72 Nixon further contends: ‘if the human world is one of irreducible plurality, and friendship an expression 
of that plurality, then the question of how the notion of “friendship” relates to that of “the political” becomes 
unavoidable’ (2015: 34). 
73 Following Badhwar, someone’s essential qualities – those which define the person as what she is and 
would be – are intrinsically linked to the particular ways in which those qualities are expressed in the aims 
and values she acts upon and/or endorses, respectively. Someone’s fundamental features are, therefore, 
attached to a particular, historically bounded existence and expression; ‘Thus an individual cannot be known 
or loved as an end if he is seen as a set of qualities divorced from their expression in his life’ (Badhwar, 
1987: 21).  
	 127	
alternative sources for exploring place-making. Therefore, and in order to further elaborate on 
the ethical-political implications of friendship for collaborative place-making, I now present 
another practice-as-research project that explores friendship but also exemplifies how distance 
can activate alternative dialogic forms of interaction.   
 
Catalogue of Correspondence (2015-2016) is the title of a two year-long exchange project 
between För Künkel and myself.74 The project started in 2015 when För left Berlin (where we 
were both living at the time) and moved to another German city. As a consequence, we started 
using the postal service to maintain the regularity of our interactions. Through the exchange 
of letters, postcards, drawings, collages, and small objects, we sought to complement the more 
usual forms of communication (via phone calls, Skype calls, and emails) and to not only 
preserve our relation of friendship and artistic collaboration, but also to foster it in the context 
of a new spatiality. From its conception, the project’s main purpose was that of serving our 
friendship, and not that of eventually creating an artwork to be publicly presented. Following 
our experience of devising Interludes – a ride in 4.5 parts, our intention here was to nurture 
our friendship by creatively exploring the new spatial setting in which we found ourselves, 
each one living in a different city. Catalogue of Correspondence thus mirrors the dynamics of 
the mobility implicit in our relation of friendship; not only is this project a logical continuation 
of our previous collaboration, it further extends the former research questions, with two 
important variations. First, our idea was to allow for an unplanned archive of correspondence 
to be generated and triggered by our physical distance. No longer able to place a recorder next 
to us, as we did throughout the making of Interludes – a ride in 4.5 parts, our aim was to 
explore the kinds of tools we would need to create in order to maintain the frequency of our 
interactions. And, therefore, to experiment with correspondence as a means to observe the 
ways our communication/collaboration would be informed by our separate everyday lives. 
                                                        
74 Please refer to the Artistic Portfolio for visual documentation of the work.    
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Second, this time we were to focus on our friendship outside the potential requirements 
involved in an artistic process of devising which finally takes the shape of a public 
presentation. The absence of an explicit opportunity to publicly exhibit aspects of our project 
meant that we did not have a particular location or deadline in mind, which would eventually 
crystallise our exchange process into a fixed output. This open-endedness allowed us to 
engage with the project by entirely focussing on our friendship’s needs and wants – the project 
ended only when För returned to Berlin. Hence, my former research questions were 
reformulated into the following ones: how does the physical absence of a friend/collaborator 
inform collaborative modes of art-making? And, what are the ethical-political implications of 
a project about friendship (with no pre-determined end date) for the performance of a 
pluralistic construction of place through artistic collaboration? 
 
Engaging with the space-time dynamics of correspondence enabled us to investigate 
alternative approaches to relational storytelling.75 As we shared our stories and thoughts 
across distance we found ourselves representing distance as part of the content of our 
communication, as this excerpt from a letter I sent testifies: 
writing this letter is not only about producing a tool for communicating with 
you, an extension or output of our relationship; it is (both in its intention and 
representation) another modality of our relationship. You are present in this 
space of conception (café, table, paper, writing, etc.), participating in the 
dialogue that I am performing with the thoughts and ideas that I am including 
(and excluding) in this letter […] These “documents” are interlocutors (2015). 
 
The time-space relations with the objects of exchange also informed and shaped their very 
production; that is, the experience of sending a letter (writing it, going to the post office to 
send it, and not knowing exactly when it will arrive), or expecting to receive one (opening the 
                                                        
75 I am aware of the prolific body of work that exists under the rubric of ‘mail art’; which includes letters, 
collages, stamps, envelopes, and other small-size works. Although the ethos of Catalogue of 
Correspondence (2015-2016) is friendship, it is important to acknowledge the historical precedents of 
artistic production developed through exchanges via postal service. Apart from some Fluxus artists, one 
prominent figure of the mail art movement is Ray Johnson, and his New York Correspondence School, 
active from the mid-50s to the mid-70s. For information on Ray Johnson’s work, see Elizabeth Zuba’s 
(2014) edited contribution; and for an account of mail art as an antecedent practice to current Internet art and 
online community networks, see Annmarie Chandler & Norie Neumark’s (2005) edited collection.  
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letter box until it is finally there) triggered new spatio-temporal perspectives on how distance 
affected our communication, here illustrated by another excerpt of the same letter:  
I can anticipate parts of this letter’s movement. Because I know the post office 
I’ll go to, even some of the faces of the women working there (I have been 
collecting many book orders from amazon lately…), as well as the entrance to 
your building, all the way upstairs and into your flat (2015). 
 
The ongoing reiteration of our exchanges multiplied the possibilities of interaction; despite 
the physical distance, communication acquired a sort of continual state. In her personal 
account of walking and friendship, Deirdre Heddon (2012a) explains how the activity of 
writing letters to friends, which juxtaposes experiences of presence with absence, is part of 
the relationship’s state of flux: ‘the foreknowledge of the anticipated letter-writing perhaps 
also brings to presence and into space those imagined addressees’ (2012: 68-69). The 
expectation triggered by the imminence of the next letter and, simultaneously, the uncertainty 
intrinsic to this non-immediate form of communication, means that the dialogue among absent 
friends can follow a constant process of revision.  
 
 
Catalogue of Correspondence (2015-2016) Letter sent to För Künkel 
      
The recurrent exchange involved in Catalogue of Correspondence prompted both För and 
myself to observe how our dialogue was being modified and transformed. Specifically, how 
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distance became a productive tool for activating our dialogical practice in novel ways – the 
particular ways in which each one represented aspects of our relationship were themselves 
constantly shifting as a consequence of correspondence’s displacing features. For MacDonald, 
friendship importantly engenders alternative ways of making art; as she writes, ‘the way in 
which artistic connection, interconnection and friendship works provides a model for an 
alternate way of generating material and stories and of passing things on’ (2010: 5). Indeed, 
not only did we experiment with media that we usually do not work with, like collage and 
drawing, we also often found ourselves ‘encountering’ the object which could convey the 
story/situation/idea we wanted to express, as if a small object could encapsulate a whole 
narrative, or simply provide the means to communicate without resorting to language. In this 
sense however, the objects we sent to each other – small stones or figures, pieces of jewellery 
or clothing – sometimes functioned like a pause in our communication; like creating intervals, 
our exchange of objects also became a way of materialising the silences of our 
communication, a way of being together in silence. Importantly, we felt that our individual 
processes of making, though always devised in relation to a particular person (and 
circumscribed by the size/weight of a regular postal service), could freely follow a practical, 
empirical, and embodied form of knowledge production. Moreover, at first, we would create 
and send each other something when we felt the need to communicate – sometimes every 
other day, sometimes every couple of weeks. Then, the rhythm and pace of our interactions 
mutated into an amalgam of the need to communicate and the wish to produce more work. In 
other words, the desynchronization which resulted from not being able to look at the same 
object simultaneously, ended up galvanising our creativity and the pleasure we felt in 
exploring alternative forms of expression on our own. Yet, these apparent separate processes 
of art-making were fully dependent on each other, on the other interlocutor to perform her role 
of friend/collaborator; in order to pursue our dialogical practice and assemble a Catalogue of 
Correspondence we had to rely on each other, on each other’s distant presence.  
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The relational process through which methodologies of place-making are created could thus 
follow the intertwined connection between friendship and the creative validation of the 
relationship. As such, the praxis of collaborative place-making could become the 
epistemological translation of a particular relation of friendship. According to education 
theorist Stefano Harney, in relational modes of cultural production, 
conversations themselves can be discarded, forgotten, but there’s something that 
goes on beyond the conversations which turns out to be the actual project. It’s 
the same thing I think in the building of any kind of partnership or collectivity: 
it’s not the thing that you do; it’s the thing that happens while you’re doing it 
that becomes important, and the work itself is some combination of the two 
modes of being (2013: 104). 
 
The materialisation of processes of artistic collaboration could be, therefore, the resulting 
combination of art-making and friendship. This blending is visible in Catalogue of 
Correspondence, in the assemblage of exchanges dealing with the documentation of our 
distinct ideas and perspectives, and aiming to provide a mapping of how they move and 
consequently transform each other. Such transformative quality is a prevailing component of 
a feminist practice of artistic collaboration. Engaging with informal, experimental, and 
embodied processes of registering the inter-subjective dialogue between theoretical concepts 
and personal experiences follows a feminist approach to knowledge formation, which theatre 
scholar Sue-Ellen Case identifies as the ‘conjunction of experience and knowing [that] gave 
one of the basic tenets of early feminist thought: the personal is political’ (2001: 148; original 
emphasis). For this reason, I want to draw a parallel between this project’s use of 
correspondence and Nixon’s (2015) reliance on Arendt’s correspondence with her friends 
(namely, Heinrich Blücher, Martin Heidegger, Karl Jaspers, and Mary McCarthy) to develop 
his political theory of friendship. My point is that there is a clear political dimension 
encapsulated in acts of correspondence between friends. Even when political issues are not 
explicitly discussed within the content of the letters, this format of communication clearly 
signals reciprocity, care, interest, and other humanistic values associated with friendship, but 
also an ethical dimension of politics, which privileges exchange (and the ‘space between 
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people’) as the location of power – ‘power that is activated when human beings think together 
and act together’ (Nixon, 2015: xiii). With the personal relationship of friendship determining 
the transformation of dialogues into artistic outputs, and vice-versa, collaborative place-
making could foster then the development of friendship’s potential for both personal and 
artistic transformation.   
 
Comparable to the transformative potential that is activated by knowledge produced through 
dialogical reflexiveness, which I have addressed in the previous section, relations of friendship 
hold analogous prospects. I briefly report on two fundamental ways in which friendship can 
effectively bring across such transformative potential with the aim of attesting to its relevance 
for collaborative place-making. Specifically, the opportunity for moral growth – put forward 
by Friedman (1993) – and the intersubjective link between private and public that, following 
Arendt, friendship provides (Nixon, 2015).  
 
By addressing the issue of moral transformation, it is my intention to underline the importance 
of mutual trust between friends, which lies at the core of the motivation for adopting friendship 
as basis for artistic collaboration. Motivation based on shared trust however, carries no less 
politically charged outcomes than any other professionally inspired decision; on the contrary, 
following Friedman, the moral growth that trust inspires, and here is at stake,  
is the profound sort that occurs when we learn to grasp our experiences in a new 
light or in radically different terms. It is the kind that involves a shift in moral 
paradigms, in the basic values, rules, or principles which shape moral thought 
and behavior (1993: 196). 
 
As Friedman points out, through mutual trust, friendship affords an accessible range of ‘new 
standpoints from which we can explore the significance and worth of moral values and 
standards’ (1993: 197). Friendship then, directly widens one’s scope of experiential resources, 
which can serve as ground for the exercise of assessing and updating one’s moral parameters. 
Moreover, through mutuality, friendship promotes the accessibility to experiences beyond our 
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own; this, in turn, as Friedman states, allows for ‘vicarious participation in the very experience 
of moral alternatives’ (1993: 199). Beneath the process of moral interpretation and assessment 
within friendship is a latent possibility of adopting alternative, potentially divergent values 
than those previously cherished. Such potential for moral transformation – which allows for a 
deeper articulation of one’s moral guidelines, and fosters one’s moral growth – can assist 
pluri-vocality. In other words, the possibility of changing one’s views and beliefs through the 
association with a friend means that friendship can encourage the development of a pluralistic 
approach to cultural production.   
 
Friendship can support the negotiation of different standpoints through the ongoing activity 
of sharing stories. This relational process of extensive disclosure can favour yet another 
transformative potential which is, once more, intrinsically associated to continuity. 
Specifically, friendship’s open-endedness – its ongoing capacity for self-renewal – is 
stimulated by the intersubjective space that friendship provides, and through which friends 
can accomplish the potency between them. According to Nixon, this potency corresponds with 
the democratic potential that is inherent to relationality, and to the exercise of thinking – 
including both the inner dialogical component of solitary thinking and the outer practice of 
dialogue. As Nixon explains, ‘Friendship is a space within which we mediate and negotiate 
these different modes of thinking: a space within which people can be both self-reflective and 
reflectively expansive’ (2015: 163). The conversational movement between the dialogue with 
oneself and with the friend is the crucial connection between the private and the public (Nixon, 
2015). Dialogue appears, again, as a fundamental process for animating relationality’s 
intrinsic potential – this time, in the form of friendship’s capacity for invigorating thinking’s 
dialogical properties, and thus the critical link between self, other, and the world. As Nixon 
sates:  
Our friendships provide a private space within which to explore the plurality 
inherent in the friendship itself and from which to re-enter the public space of 
	 134	
plurality. They connect us to the world, while enabling us to cope with its 
complexity (2015: 188). 
  
The mobility between private and public spheres of life, which friendship can sustain, is key 
for the model of place-making; it can displace rigid borders between formal and informal sites 
of learning and, simultaneously, foster the potential for both individual and collective socio-
spatial change. In Nixon’s words,  
Our everyday friendships provide a vital link to the world which is part of us 
and of which we are a part. To lose that link is to lose the common ground 
between us – and to lose that common ground is to lose our potential for 
collective action (2015: 189). 
  
In interweaving different modes of thinking and being, friendship can actively support 
collaborative enterprises. By merging a critical and artistic practice with long-term personal 
commitment toward one’s collaborator, Interludes – a ride in 4.5 parts and Catalogue of 
Correspondence offer, despite their differences, alternative, embodied, specifically feminist 
approaches to the practice of artistic collaboration. In each case, the representation of distinct 
spatial positions is galvanised by the very inter-personal relations that make their correlation 
possible; providing, as result, a crucial spatial link between artistic collaboration and everyday 
life. Furthermore, both works highlight the pedagogical ability of collaborative place-making 
to adopt and adapt mobility as a productive source of critical reflection and creative practice. 
As such, these works and the continuous relational exchange that they entail uphold the 
performance of a mobile spatiality: the multiple ways in which places are conceived, 










Since its foundation in 2006, The Freedom Theatre’s (TFT) main purpose has been to 
encourage cultural resistance to Israel’s colonial occupation of Palestine. Based in Jenin’s 
refugee camp, in the West Bank area of Occupied Palestine, TFT offers an intensive three-
year theatre course as well as regular training in acting, stagecraft, photography, directing 
and creative writing, including workshops for children and youth groups. As a venue, TFT 
frequently hosts performances by other Palestinian theatre schools and companies, film 
screenings, and exhibitions. TFT’s ethos draws from the work of Israeli Jewish human rights 
activist Arna Mer Khamis; specifically her project Care and Learning in which she used 
theatre to tackle local children’s high levels of fear and post-traumatic stress disorder.76 Yet, 
conservative sectors of society within Jenin refugee camp have not always welcomed the 
presence of the theatre and it has, over the years, been subject to a number of assaults. 
Despite recurring local tension, TFT attracts many foreigners; one such internationally 
appealing initiative is the Freedom Bus, which in line with other TFT’s cultural activities, 
promotes the importance of artistic practice in the non-violent resistance against oppression. 
It was this particular TFT project that motivated my travel to and through the West Bank in 
March 2016, and that serves as a conceptual activator of the present chapter. 
 
Organised in two interrelated sections, this chapter analyses how the theory of place-making 
can interconnect with ideas and practices of cultural resistance. Specifically, I examine how 
                                                        
76 The internationally awarded film Arna’s Children (2004) provides a good insight into Arna’s work and 
the background of TFT. The film is directed by Juliano Mer Khamis, Arna’s son, who co-founded TFT in 
2006 and was its general director until 2011, when he was assassinated.   
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progressive forms of cultural resistance might provide useful insights to the goal of place-
making of developing counter-hegemonic approaches to the construction of place. My aim 
here is to identify potential productive means of alliance-making, and to assert their 
importance for the development of place-making. The chapter also discusses how the model 
of place-making could assist the occupation of place by pointing to the ways in which 
practices of cultural resistance create tools of spatial ‘re-occupation’, of resisting and 
counteracting hegemonic socio-spatial occupation. The first practical case corresponds to a 
series of Playback Theatre events (a form of improvised theatre) performed in the context 
of the Freedom Bus 2016. And the second practical instance, Return to Palestine (2016), is 
a theatre piece born of the stories collected through those same Playback Theatre events and 
performed abroad, in Portugal. Both examples of practice illustrate key characteristics of 
the theoretical model of place-making.  
 
I start the first section, A journey through the West Bank: the Freedom Bus and the mobile 
narratives of Playback Theatre, with the work of The Freedom Theatre (TFT), and the 
specific initiative, Freedom Bus, which provides the context for the Playback Theatre 
performances under analysis. In order to examine how TFT engages Playback Theatre as a 
main conceptual and practical tool to activate forms of cultural resistance though, it is 
necessary to depict the contextual spatial conundrum in which such an initiative takes place. 
I approach this task by referring to a selection of key contemporary socio-spatial conditions 
(which I believe are indispensable to the purpose of the Freedom Bus project, and to the 
pertinence of my study of spatial practices), and to my own experience as participant of the 
Freedom Bus ride 2016 and as audience of these Playback Theatre performances.77 I then 
                                                        
77 I do not dwell on the complexity of the political situation between Israel and Palestine. This chapter is not 
concerned with providing an interpretation of current analyses or historical accounts of the conflict. Instead, 
my intention is to present, through the example of Playback Theatre events, possible avenues to think 
critically about the role of cultural resistance. However, I do not avoid referring to the particularly 
oppressive context in which these performances take place as one of colonial occupation – therefore, I use 
the term Occupied Palestine. I hope though, that the very situatedness of the spatial conditions here 
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further develop previous thoughts on mobile narratives and dialogic practices (analysed in 
Chapter 1 and 2, respectively) in relation to Playback Theatre and, particularly, in 
connection with Ben Rivers’ (2015) understanding of the format’s relevance for cultural 
resistance in Occupied Palestine. My analysis is also supported by Stephen Duncombe’s 
(2002) thoughts on practices of cultural resistance, and notions of community-based 
performance by Susan Haedicke & Tobin Nellhaus (2001). In order to offer a localised and 
contextual reading of this practical example, I draw on Asef Bayat’s (2013) ideas of 
resistance, agency, and socio-spatial change in the Middle East.  
 
In the second section, The spatiality of community and belonging in Return to Palestine, I 
consider sociological accounts of community by Gerard Delanty (2010), and belonging by 
Yuval-Davis et al. (2007), and explore how these might shape the relation of place-making 
to modes of cultural resistance. Specifically, I analyse how ideas and practices of 
‘community’ and ‘belonging’ can inform processes of alliance-making. I propose that 
simultaneous partaking in multiple communities can actively contribute to inclusive 
conceptions of place, and thus to a pluralistic occupation of place. I derive my claims from 
the examination of the theatre piece Return to Palestine (2016), and its relation with the 
Playback Theatre events discussed in the first section. I further develop my investigation by 
expanding on previous thoughts on the politics of friendship by Marilyn Friedman (1993) 
and Leela Gandhi (2006), and by considering Gillian Rose’s (1997 and 1997a) analysis of 
the spatiality of discourses produced by participants of community arts projects.  
 
 
                                                        
described can challenge current Western-centered assumptions about practices of cultural resistance, and 
thus support a wider spatial articulation of discourses on place and socio-spatial relations. For information 
on the subject, see Ben White’s (2014) meticulous and accessible introduction to the Palestinian context, and 
Noam Chomsky & Ilan Pappe’s On Palestine (2015).   
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A journey through the West Bank: the Freedom Bus and the mobile narratives of 
Playback Theatre  
 
Started in 2011, the Freedom Bus (FB) is inspired by the Freedom Riders of the African-
American civil rights movement.78 The main goal of the FB is to raise awareness both 
amongst Palestinians and international participants, and to support alliances between 
different communities in sites of popular struggle in the West Bank. This is achieved by 
gathering international artists and activists who, together with a group of theatre students 
from TFT, embark on a 10-day journey visiting different urban and rural communities 
across the West Bank. These visits, many of which include overnight stays with the 
communities, intend to provide international participants with a first-hand experience of the 
different facets of Israel’s control over Palestinians’ movement, which also includes land 
confiscation, house demolitions, military and settler violence, expansion of colonies, 
systematic detentions, appropriation of Palestinian natural resources such as water, stone, 
and more. The journey is thus filled with activities that offer participants and community 
members alike the possibility of close interaction, including guided-tours through villages 
and refugee camps, talks and presentations, workshops and community-building activities, 
shared meals, music and theatre performances.79 Importantly, the main device of cultural 
mediation (and political activism) in these visits is deployed by the Palestinian theatre 
students through their work with Playback Theatre.    
 
Playback Theatre is currently practiced and studied in a variety of educational contexts, 
including theatre schools, community centres, professional theatre companies, and 
specialised festivals and conferences. According to theatre practitioner Ben Rivers (2015), 
                                                        
78 The Freedom Bus has several renowned intellectual figures endorsing it, including Angela Davis, John 
Berger, Louisa Morgantini, Judith Butler, Noam Chomsky, and Peter Brook.   
79 For more detailed accounts of the 2016 ride, please see daily blog entries written by some of the 
participants: https://freedombuspalestine.wordpress.com  
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the initiator of Playback Theatre in TFT and co-initiator of the FB project, the form of 
Playback Theatre developed in the mid-70s in the US out of a combination of 
improvisational and community theatre, oral storytelling, activism, and psychodrama.80 Its 
principles are nowadays applied in a wide range of social and cultural settings as tools to 
deal with, for example, conflict-resolution, transitional justice, and community-building. 
Simply put, Playback Theatre is based on the personal stories of audience members, which 
trained actors and musicians then transform into improvised scenes. The performance 
begins (in the case of the format developed by TFT the performance starts with actors and 
musicians singing popular Palestinian songs) when the actor in the role of the ‘conductor’ 
asks the audience who wants to tell a story. Invited to sit on stage, the volunteered 
participant shares her story, after which she chooses the actor who will play her character 
in her story, and the enactment commences with: ‘khaleena enshuf’ or ‘let’s watch’. The 
sequence repeats throughout an evening (for approximately 1.5 hours) with consecutive 
storytelling and improvised enactment. This immediate unscripted depiction of a narrative 
told by a fellow spectator provides the audience with a vivid collective experience. As Ihab 
Talahmeh, the ‘conductor’ of the FB 2016 Playback Theatre performances stated: ‘The main 
thing when we are working with Playback is to make the stories alive’ (2016).81 Or, as 
Rivers suggests, the format of Playback Theatre ‘invites a direct and visceral relationship to 
the teller and their story’ (2015: 165). Such close proximity to both the teller and the position 
she holds in her story (often her own account of a story known to other members of the 
community) is especially significant in the context of Occupied Palestine, where movement 
between different regions is controlled and extensively restricted.  
 
                                                        
80 Other experts working in this area include Jo Salas (2014), Jonathan Fox & Heinrich Dauber (1999), and 
Nick Rowe (2007).  
81 Interview conducted by Christine Baniewicz, a FB 2016 participant.  
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It is important to point out that the territorial nature of the dispute between Israel and 
Palestine creates some of the most pervasive expressions of the conflict. According to 
architect and author Michael Sorkin’s view of the dispute, ‘the language of the conflict is 
often that of planning: the lingua franca of ordering space’ (2005: viii). And there are many 
ways through which the authority of domination produces its cartography. As a result, the 
geographic predicament that Palestinians are confronted with manifests itself through a 
series of impediments to spatial mobility. In addition to a complex bureaucratic travel permit 
system, there are permanent and so-called flying checkpoints (where Palestinians have to 
queue for an indeterminate amount of time), a network of bypass roads that exclusively 
serve Israeli citizens and that link settlements with each other and with Israel, and several 
other physical obstacles like blocked roads, trenches, and the most internationally known of 
all, an 8-meter high wall that runs through a tortuous path and cuts Palestinian land both 
vertically and horizontally ‘in a system of laminar segregations that compress Palestinian 
space along all axes’ (Sorkin: 2005: x). As TFT actor Talahmeh (2016) reports, ‘before I 
came to TFT, I didn’t know about [Atuwani]’, a village in the South Hebron Hills, which is 
20 minutes away from the one where he grew up.82 Therefore, with the mobility of both 
pedestrians and traffic so highly constricted it is significant that Playback Theatre events 
performed by TFT students are organised in partnership with local activist groups, such as 
cultural associations and village councils. This joint organisational approach has crucial 
implications for the strategic value of Playback Theatre as means of supporting alliances 
between spatially and consequently also socially fragmented communities. Specifically, in 
attempting to involve members of different communities (and forging long-term 
partnerships with them), these performances address the dispersed Palestinian population 
by employing ‘inter-communal storytelling to bridge social distance’ (Rivers, 2015: 163). 
As an itinerant project, the FB is dependent on finding communities which are able and 
                                                        
82 Interview conducted by Christine Baniewicz, a FB 2016 participant.  
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willing to host their events; and hosting the FB activities can represent a significant 
organisational effort for most communities without sufficient or adequate infrastructural 
and economic recourses. Yet, the possibility of becoming a collaborator in the project (and 
thus joining other TFT partner communities/organisations) is seen as an opportunity to 
overcome physical and social isolation, to speak to those who are on the move, and to 
transmit local concerns to other communities. Moreover, the potential political impact of 
Playback Theatre performances’ way of engaging storytelling is further extended when 
audiences include international spectators, as in the case of the events at stake. In such 
situations, as Rivers explains: ‘the opportunity to have one’s story heard is therefore viewed 
as one way to counter external and hostile representations of the Palestinian reality’ (2015: 
163). Or, in the words of Abdelfattah Abusrour (2016), director of Alrowwad, one of the 
cultural centres we visited: ‘We are prisoners of the collective narrative, we need to 
recognise the individual stories’.83 Creating and circulating commonly supressed narratives 
as a main channel for building solidarity is critical for the praxis of place-making; in 
assisting alliance-making, supressed narratives have the potential to encourage more 
inclusive discourses of place, and advance socio-spatial justice. 
 
One key feature of the Palestinians’ stance on the need to resist is the internationally 
recognised legitimacy of individuals’ right to freedom of movement. This is a significant 
aspect to consider in relation to my study of spatially driven cultural practices, but it is 
relevant as well as a claim of equality (in rights). In trying to overcome physical, cultural, 
social, and political isolation throughout the West Bank, TFT Playback Theatre 
performances disseminate claims of equality (through local and regional storytelling), 
within and beyond Occupied Palestine, to mobilise against oppression, and to foster the 
capacity to aspire socio-spatial change. If, as socio-cultural anthropologist Arjun Appadurai 
                                                        
83 Alrowwad is located in Aida Refugee Camp, in Bethlehem; one of the 59 refugee camps built in the West 
Bank since 1948. According to Abusrour, Aida is home to more than 6000 Palestinians. 
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contends, ‘the capacity to aspire is a cultural capacity, albeit one that is everywhere the key 
to changing the terms of the status quo insofar as recognition and redistribution are 
concerned’ (2013: 292), then the FB’s attempt at establishing mobility through the means 
of narrative (including making stories travel), might indeed generate a cartography that is 
not delimited by the repressive obstructions to movement. In this sense, it is relevant to 
mention that, in his work on geocriticism and literary geography, Robert Tally suggests that 
‘narratives produce maps of the real and imaginary places represented in them, and this 
cartographic function operates with respect to both form and content’ (2015: 3).84 In my 
view, there are at least two significant and interconnected questions that ask for further 
scrutiny: the mobility of narratives – including the articulation of the claims invoked – and 
the kind of spatiality produced by their mobilisation.  
 
To analyse the mobility of narratives built on claims of civil rights it is necessary to consider 
the relation between a seemingly delimited local struggle (where Palestinians bear most of 
its consequences) and the collective character of the enterprise that underpins the idea and 
applicability of human rights.85 In his study of community, sociologist and philosopher 
Zygmunt Bauman states:  
It is in the nature of “human rights” that although they are meant to be enjoyed 
separately (they mean, after all, the entitlement to have one’s own difference 
recognized and so to remain different without fear of reprimand or punishment), 
they have to be fought for and won collectively, and only collectively may they 
be granted (2001: 76; original emphasis). 
 
The endeavour to attain ‘human rights’ requires, therefore, acknowledging similarities 
amongst multiple struggles against oppression. The goal is then to articulate claims, such as 
                                                        
84 Tally’s analysis of the relation between space, place, and representation (mainly through Edward W. 
Said’s spatially oriented cultural criticism) covers the role of cartography and narrative in establishing 
aspects of cultural imperialism and colonial attitudes.      
85 I want to point out that discourses around the notion of human rights, however, entail paradoxical 
implications when their emancipatory stances are instrumentally adapted to legitimise foreign military 
intervention, typically by Western nation-states where these discourses are often jeopardised by security 
ones; thus showing that terms like human rights (or, for that matter, democracy) are used by both hegemonic 
and counter-hegemonic forces.  
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civil and political rights, in a way that they can traverse physical, socio-cultural, and 
political boundaries, and become an intelligible narrative for different struggles. 
‘Difference’ thus needs to be recognised as a collective attribute; or as Bauman writes, ‘In 
order to become a “right”, difference needs to be shared by a group or a category of 
individuals numerous and determined enough to be reckoned with: it needs to become a 
stake in a collective vindication of claims’ (2001: 76; original emphasis). In this respect, 
challenging the ongoing fragmentation of Palestinian communities requires a commitment 
to keeping narratives mobile, and to mobilising narration. In other words, articulating 
diverse stories of oppression/resistance and circulating them both locally and internationally 
seems to be a vital strategy for galvanising solidarity. According to Rivers:  
Like other historical struggles against colonialism and structural racism, 
significant sections of the Palestinian liberation movement are characterised by 
a call for civil rights and the recognition of self-determination. In this context, a 
story-based strategy aims to raise awareness and further claims for justice in 
accordance with international law, rather than to inflame ethno-religious 
divisions (2015: 164). 
     
Moreover, mobilising solidarity across different struggles (instead of keeping claims 
enclosed within spatially circumscribed areas and potentially triggering forms of 
sectarianism) through relational and mobile narratives can invite a dialogue about the 
conditions that ultimately lead to situations of oppression. For the model of place-making, 
such a dialogue corresponds to the cornerstone of its reflexive approach to the production 
of a pluralistic spatiality through art-making. Yet, engaging in dialogue with the aim of 
building partnerships in contexts of racial (and other) inequalities also entails an ‘ethic of 
relational reciprocity’; as feminist scholar bell hooks explains:  
If equality is evoked as the only standard by which it is deemed acceptable for 
people to meet across boundaries and create community, then there is little hope. 
Fortunately, mutuality is a more constructive and positive foundation for the 
building of ties that allow for difference in status, position, power, and privilege 




Mutuality then, implemented through dialogical exchanges, could be a productive means to 
establish ties with distinct claims of equality. For Bauman, ‘Demands for redistribution 
voiced in the name of equality are vehicles of integration, while claims to recognition 
stripped to the bare bones of cultural distinction promote division, separation and in the end 
a breakdown in dialogue’ (2001: 78). Transcultural dialogue becomes, therefore, a key 
mechanism for place-making to promote mutuality and forge inclusive socio-spatial 
relations through practices of cultural resistance. I shall return to the question of 
transcultural dialogue in the next section. 
 
The compound term ‘cultural resistance’ points towards a contested terrain where a myriad 
of diverse cultural practices that aspire to transform hegemonic conditions come together. 
Following media and cultural theorist Stephen Duncombe, the term alludes to ‘culture that 
is used, consciously or unconsciously, effectively or not, to resist and/or change the 
dominant political, economic and/or social structure’ (2002: 5). Duncombe identifies key 
characteristics that help assess the pros and cons of practices of cultural resistance. Namely, 
that cultural resistance can provide a ‘free’ ideological and material space for new ideas and 
their collective (and community-building) practices, and offer a gateway into political 
action/resistance; however, and with cultural products and processes easily co-opted to 
serve dominant capitalist ideologies, cultural resistance can, as I addressed in the 
Introduction and in Chapter 2, also equate with avoidance of actual political engagement. 
Duncombe thus proposes examining cultural resistance’s levels of effectiveness by looking 
at ‘political self-consciousness’ (through a scale that goes from intentionally created cultural 
forms of resistance to non-intentional, passing through a middle point where culture can be 
seized for both ends). This analysis is complemented, according to Duncombe, by 
considering the ‘social unit’ involved in practices of cultural resistance (stretching from the 
individual, through the subculture, culminating in society), alongside the ‘results’ they have 
	 146	
achieved (first survival, then rebellion, and finally revolution).86 There is no clear-cut 
distinction between these categories but a shifting overlap of different positions, which I 
want to enrich by proposing a spatial analysis of the conditions that can shape the relation 
between practices of cultural resistance and potential socio-spatial change. 
 
The theory of place-making investigates aspects of the spatiality of resistance – how specific 
practices of cultural resistance and space might relate to each other. In my view, it is 
particularly important to uphold a geographical perspective when analysing practices of 
cultural resistance because, spatially speaking, domination and resistance do not simply 
echo each other; instead they produce, following geographer Steve Pile, ‘distinct spatialized 
modalities of control’. For Pile, ‘resistance seeks to occupy, deploy and create alternative 
spatialities from those defined through oppression and exploitation’ (1997: 3).87 Alongside 
the examination of mechanisms employed by practices of cultural resistance, such as the 
mobility of narratives and their various claims, it is critical to consider the cartography of 
resistance, the places where resistance happens, which might not correspond to the spaces 
of domination. In other words, to take into account that: ‘power can be mobilised through 
the reterritorialization – the resymbolisation – of space, and this can be as oppressive as it 
can be subversive’ (Pile, 1997: 30). Resistance is, therefore, deeply intertwined with socio-
spatial change. As such, and following from Pile, I am interested in thinking about resistance 
as a set of (cultural) practices that can take place within and beyond spaces of domination, 
but also through them; and to view spaces of resistance in connection with practices of 
resistance – as products of specific power relations and their mobile, yet situated, spatial 
interconnections. 
                                                        
86 Howard Caygill (2012) looks at material and moral forces in the different wars of resistance, including 
how the preservation of the capacity to resist becomes the object of war, the role of the state in 
monopolizing and/or legitimizing violence, which reduces societies’ capacity to resist, and resistance as an 
end in itself.   
87 Pile (1997) offers four main features to think about ‘spatialities of struggle’: the politics of location, 
boundaries, movement, and territorialisation.  
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In places such as Occupied Palestine where the usage of terrestrial, maritime and aerial 
space is under tight surveillance and control, as is the access and mobility through public 
space and the Internet, practices of resistance cannot develop based on ‘conventional’ 
Western models of organisation. In the absence of free association or membership in labour 
unions, developed methods of civic participation, as well as open and accessible advanced 
media technology, political and cultural resistance in the West Bank requires alternative, 
flexible and resilient, strategies. As political and social theorist Asef Bayat (2013) proposes, 
instead of examining forms of resistance, agency, and socio-spatial change in the Middle 
East through the lenses of social movements, it is more productive to look at these from the 
perspective of ‘nonmovements’ – a sort of movement performed by a scattered collectivity 
operating under distinct, mostly authoritarian, conditions and conditionings. Bayat’s theory 
derives from the Foucauldian conception of decentralised power, where resistance (counter-
power) is considered complexly dispersed.88 Through such a resistance paradigm, Bayat 
suggests, spatial practices which are motivated by necessity (in contrast to deliberate acts 
of resistance), and their unintended consequences, become equally worthy of attention.  
 
Nonmovements, says Bayat, are the ‘collective actions of noncollective actors; they embody 
shared practices of large numbers of ordinary people whose fragmented but similar activities 
trigger much social change, even though these practices are rarely guided by an ideology or 
recognizable leaderships and organizations’ (2013: 15). Bayat’s examples correspond to 
actions (frequently unlawful) embedded in common everyday life practices performed by 
large numbers of people (the urban poor, including locals and international migrants, 
women, and youth); significantly, they do not correspond to ‘a politics of protest, but of 
practice, a politics of redress through direct action’ (2013: 20). Thus, the preferred site of 
                                                        
88 In one of his interviews, titled Questions on Geography, Foucault states that: ‘power in its exercise goes 
much further [than the state apparatus], passes through much finer channels, and is much more ambiguous, 
since each individual has at his disposal a certain power, and for that very reason can also act as the vehicle 
for transmitting a wider power’ (1980: 72).     
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such direct forms of action is the public space (streets and street corners, squares, 
workplaces, mosques, buses and taxis, shops, park benches, and alleys in refugee camps), 
the space where most urban dispossessed subsist and socialise. Instances of people taking 
over streets and pavements to sell their goods, to run outdoor workshops and businesses; 
illegal acquirement of electricity and other services; women pursuing college education and 
artistic practices, defying dress codes, and choosing their husbands; youth and children 
controlling street corners and back alleys – a series of different acts of disobedience and 
rebellion, which according to Bayat, are performed by ‘big numbers’ persistently seizing 
public space, and thus generating resistance to the dominant powers. This kind of ‘street 
politics’, where strangers and passers-by are able to tacitly and immediately identify their 
common interests and discontent (communicated through gaze and shared behaviour) is the 
means through which solidarities and alliances can be established, and nonmovements 
sparked (Bayat, 2013). Notwithstanding their contingent character, nonmovements alone 
bear transformative outcomes. For Bayat, nonmovements can lead to organised social 
movements if (and when) more structured forms of societal mobilisation do not jeopardise 
the gains already acquired; otherwise, nonmovements remain (or go back to) individual and 
dispersed acts of encroachment.  
 
In contrast to the relevance of public space in the constitution of nonmovements in the 
Middle East, Palestine offers yet another different set of spatial constraints to the 
development of practices of cultural resistance. The overly restricted access to public space 
(and mobility in general) means that dispersed acts of resistance can never gather ‘big 
numbers’. As Bayat asserts, a state ‘cannot easily stop the normal flow of life in streets, 
unless it resorts to normalizing violence, erecting walls and checkpoints, as a strategic 
element of everyday life’ (2013: 13). And this is very much the case of Israel’s occupation 
of Palestine, where spaces of resistance are, on the one hand, controlled by an authoritarian 
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foreign political and military power and, on the other, dominated by widespread criticism 
and disillusion with the governance of the Palestinian Authorities (repetitively accused of 
benefiting from the occupation). As a consequence, infringing on pervasive constrictions of 
access to public space and finding ways of subverting imposed norms requires, of 
Palestinians, a high dosage of perseverance. Here, philosopher and social theorist Michel 
de Certeau’s (1984) account of everyday spatial practices might help illustrating the spatial 
context under which practices of cultural resistance can operate in Occupied Palestine, and 
therefore assist in my theoretical formulation of place-making. In distinguishing between a 
strategic and a tactical use of space, de Certeau claims that through technocratic and 
scriptural ‘types of operations’ strategies ‘seek to create places in conformity with abstract 
models. [They] are able to produce, tabulate, and impose these spaces, when those 
operations take place, whereas tactics can only use, manipulate, and divert these spaces’ 
(1984: 29-30). For de Certeau, the strategic calculation of power relationships aims at 
delimiting space, at creating an enclosed place, from where relations with an ‘exteriority’ 
are supervised – it is the effort to separate ‘the place of [one’s] own power and will, from 
an “environment”’ (1984: 36). This process of spatial separation, and territorial control, is 
not available to Palestinians; as such, the creation of spaces of cultural resistance cannot 
depend on a demarcated spatiality. In lacking a defined place of their own, practices of 
cultural resistance in Occupied Palestine function like de Certeau’s notion of calculated 
tactics of resistance; these are tactics ‘determined by the absence of a proper locus’ – they 
are, in other words, ‘an art of the weak’ (1984: 37). Seemingly advocating an opposition 
between spaces of domination and resistance, de Certeau’s account can also be seen as 
suggesting that tactics of resistance displace power’s control of space. Pile performs a 
similar interpretation of de Certeau’s work, postulating that beyond the grounds of structural 
relations through which resistance might operate, there are more spaces (opaque, hidden, of 
memories and pleasure), which also participate in the spatial constitution of resistance: 
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Thus, resistance does not just act on topographies imposed through the spatial 
technologies of domination, it moves across them under the noses of the enemy, 
seeking to create new meanings out of imposed meanings, to re-work and divert 
space to other ends (1997: 16).  
 
In the struggle for spatial re-appropriation, where meanings are also the means through 
which dominant power relations can be displaced, narratives, and their spatial mobility, 
become significant elements in defining the potential effectiveness of cultural resistance in 
Occupied Palestine.     
 
I return to Playback Theatre as a form of cultural resistance that attempts to tackle, through 
the mobilisation of narratives, a combination of struggles: fragmented communities living 
under authoritarian rule, and lack of mobility through public space. In this regard, Playback 
Theatre as employed by the Freedom Bus constitutes, I propose, an example of the ‘art of 
presence’ which, following Bayat, refers to:  
the courage and creativity to assert collective will in spite of all odds, to 
circumvent constraints, utilizing what is available and discovering new spaces 
within which to make oneself heard, seen, felt, and realized. The art of presence 
is the fundamental moment in the life of nonmovements, in life as politics (2013: 
28). 
 
The real-life stories shared through the Playback Theatre performances under discussion, 
create new public arenas for hearing, seeing, feeling, and realising how different people 
employ courage and creativity in their pursuit of autonomy, civil rights and equality. In 
Fasayel, for example, an elder man in the audience talked about his family being unable to 
buy a wedding dress for their daughter in law: they were refused to get through a checkpoint 
leading to the markets of Nablus, and although the family tried another checkpoint, they 
were again denied passage; the wedding still took place without it being completely 
overshadowed by the events. Another audience member (from a refugee camp in 
Bethlehem) told a story about his mother’s role in the resistance during the second intifada: 
in her home, she had a window with bars over it which she would remove to allow the 
camp’s fighters to come in and hide every time the camp was raid by the Israeli Defence 
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Forces (IDF).89 We heard personal accounts of tenacity, of repeatedly rebuilding homes and 
sheds, planting new trees where they have been cut, facing regular incidents with the IDF, 
undertaking extremely long and tortuous journeys to go to school or to work, but also many 
stories about harassment, night raids, violence, unlawful detentions, and death – a series of 
narratives that underline the collective saga (and sentiment) of different people living in 
places shattered by oppression.  
 
The stories told in these Playback Theatre performances speak of the transformation of 
everyday acts of improvement of people’s daily lives into political acts. Importantly, such 
transformation is encapsulated in, and results from, the actors’ embodiment of fear, sadness, 
injustice, as well as confidence, excitement, and hope. As they perform real-life stories of 
oppression/resistance, Playback Theatre actors embody the emotional dimension which 
accompanies the narratives depicted. As it often happened, the audience member telling her 
story was moved by the actors’ performance of it, especially when her story involved the 
death of a loved one. In one such case, in which an audience member shared the story of her 
younger brother’s assassination by an Israeli soldier, the actors themselves were also visibly 
touched, and this had a profound impact on the rest of the audience, with numerous people 
being moved to tears. Such a collective arousing, and general feeling of empathy, brings 
about a particular kind of mobility in the narrative. That is to say, the shared emotionality 
of these performances prompts alternative meanings concerning the ways both actors and 
participants/audience members relate to the stories’ topics. These re-enactments transform 
dispersed personal stories into bonding collective experiences – a positive reminder of how 
places can be restructured. In this sense, and through their sharing and own insinuating 
socio-spatial (and emotional) trajectories, these stories reorganise places through the 
                                                        
89 The different stories told by audience members were in Arabic; and although the large majority of the 
performances included English translation, this was not a word-by-word simultaneous account but rather a 
description of the narratives’ main aspects.    
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movement they convey; they become ‘travel stories’ (de Certeau, 1994). Travel stories, 
according to de Certeau, are an integral part of spatial practices re-symbolisation acts, and 
constitutive of the ways in which spaces can be syntactically appropriated and changed. 
These Playback Theatre events therefore, exemplify the kind of ‘re-occupation’ of place 
which the model of place-making aims to support – through dialogical exchanges and 
embodied communication of supressed narratives, these practices of cultural resistance 
enable ‘new spaces within which to make oneself heard, seen, felt, and realized’ (Bayat, 
2013: 28); and thus stimulate the capacity to collectively engender new spatial meanings, to 
create mobile accounts of place.  
 
Additionally, through their simultaneous reliance on an improvised enacting format and 
dependence on the stories told by audience members, Playback Theatre events generate a 
particular spatio-temporal conflation, which is suggestive of performance’s cultural politics. 
Specifically, the combination of a unique historical act, precisely framed in space and time, 
with the repetition of traces of previous performances (explicit in the reiteration of similar 
stories told and performed in different parts of the West Bank) – can be seen as what theatre 
scholar Elin Diamond calls, the combination of ‘a doing and a thing done’. Diamond’s 
assertion is that performance ‘drifts between present and past, presence and absence, 
consciousness and memory’ (1996: 1); and that, through this repetitive contingency, 
‘Viewing performance within a complex matrix of power, serving diverse cultural desires, 
encourages a permeable understanding of history and change’ (1996: 2). My argument here 
is that albeit the recurrence of similar narratives of struggle (seemingly discouraging any 
further active resistance), these Playback Theatre performances trigger novel spatial 
perspectives through inclusive socio-spatial experiences and, in turn, invigorate the political 
agency of isolated people – ‘the collective actions of noncollective actors’ (Bayat, 2013: 
15). Concurrently, as audience members are encouraged to become storytellers, Playback 
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Theatre events reconfigure the socio-political space where the performances take place by 
enabling the potential for assembly, for a conscious gathering of steadfast ‘actors’. In this 
respect, these Playback Theatre performances create a democratic place superimposed on a 
physical space under colonial governance; they give rise to a temporary site for the 
emergence of counter-hegemonic socio-spatial relations.  
 
 
Playback Theatre audience in Fasayel, Area C, West Bank (2016) 
 
Taking into account how Playback Theatre performances offer a provisional public space 
for consciousness-raising (and a spark for the potential development of nonmovements), 
suggests that the approach of place-making to cultural resistance is coupled with the spatial 
politics of everyday practices. In this regard, I propose to view these Playback Theatre 
events alongside so-called community-based performances and their process-driven work 
with specific (often marginalised) communities. As theatre scholars Susan Haedicke & 
Tobin Nellhaus (2001) suggest, one of community-based performance’s main features is 
the participative (dialogic) nature of the relationship between actors and spectators, which 
aims at amplifying the political agency of participants. Not surprisingly, community-based 
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performance developed out of a combination of political activities, including Bertolt 
Brecht’s political theatre, Paulo Freire’s radical pedagogy, and the activism of the 60s social 
rights movements (Nellhaus & Haedicke, 2001). Community-based performance’s 
emphasis on communication (and listening) is also apparent in Playback Theatre events 
where multiple voices express their concerns, and different stories determine the narrative 
content of the performance. A common goal to both practices (regardless of nomenclature) 
is to activate dialogue within the community at stake, and beyond the confines of 
performance events, in order to stimulate the grounds for socio-political mobilisation – a 
clear influence of radical pedagogy. Hence, in Playback Theatre performances, the 
audience-participant-narrator experiences (and experiments with) a self-reflexive mode of 
dialogue, of consciousness-raising. In the process of seeing her part enacted, she is 
confronted with the similarities and differences between enactment and narration, between 
enactment and the memory of her own actions. In this way, she is encouraged to 
problematise her experience, to consider future options, which in turn might activate further 
dialogue with others in the audience/community with similar experiences. Augusto Boal – 
theatre practitioner and founder of The Theatre of the Oppressed – provides a pertinent 
description of a similar process based on his understanding of theatre, and the potential of 
‘self-knowledge’ that theatre evokes:   
Theatre is born when the human being discovers that it can observe itself; when 
it discovers that, in this act of seeing, it can see itself – see itself in situ: see itself 
seeing. Observing itself, the human being perceives what it is, discovers what it 
is not and imagines what it could become. It perceives where it is and where it 
is not, and imagines where it could go. A triad comes into being. The observing-
I, the I-in-situ, and the not-I, that is, the other (1995: 13; original emphasis).  
 
Dialogical processes of envisioning alternative courses – of identity formation, social 
interaction, spatial mobility, political structures, and so on – bear the question of the kind 
of community which can, temporarily, be created within the performative setting of 
Playback Theatre performances, as well as its potential implications for the development of 
place-making in relation to practices of cultural resistance.  
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Considering community-building mechanisms helps situate the ability of practices of 
cultural resistance to generate spaces of resistance through the creation of alliances. For 
Haedicke & Nellhaus, community ‘is a polymorphic concept precisely because it is the 
product of ever-changing social alliances, and community-based theatre is itself an agent of 
social change capable of strengthening alliances and forging new ones’ (2001: 12). This 
optimistic reading cannot be sustained without alluding to the ethical risks it might carry; 
cultural intervention is not innocuous in itself, and so it is crucial to first identify the 
conditions under which the work is produced and disseminated. Specifically, and according 
to Haedicke & Nellhaus, to consider who performs, who watches, and where performances 
take place. In the case of the Playback Theatre performances under scrutiny, the stories are 
performed by Palestinian actors, and not by internationals (actors or facilitators). Although 
the form is originally a Western product, introduced to TFT by an international (Western) 
theatre practitioner (Ben Rivers), as it is employed, it does not have an international agenda 
as priority. Yet, ethical accountability is a critical issue for a productive contribution of the 
model of place-making to practices of cultural resistance; and it is even more pertinent for 
those engaging the work of outside facilitators on behalf of communities and their concerns. 
In these cases, where issues of representation are mainly in the hands of those from outside 
the community, the agency of cultural resistance becomes endangered, as well as its 
capacity to support or create alliances that are beneficial to the community. The intervention 
of ‘outsiders’ in the situated politics of a certain community can implicate (or acquire) a 
colonial character in terms of appropriation of topics, spaces, funding, and more – as is the 
case of many NGO’s initiatives operating in Occupied Palestine which, by closely following 
foreign agendas, practice a certain cultural imperialism over Palestinians. It is fundamental 
therefore, that the role of artists, activists, and audience members alike, is deliberately 
performed as one of an ally engaged in amplifying the legitimate voices of those who can 
claim the experience that motivates the particular struggle(s) in question. Only then, I argue, 
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can artists and activists contribute to maintain and trigger new alliances that can break the 
constructs of reductionist forms of representation. I shall return to the role of the ally in 
Chapter 4.    
 
The performances in question take place within the communities they aim to support – in 
the public spaces that these offer, and organised in close collaboration with their 
representatives. Moreover, outside the framework of international projects like the FB, 
Playback Theatre performances regularly tour the West Bank; in such cases, TFT students 
encounter an almost exclusively local (Palestinian) audience. However, public 
performances can bring about additional risks for communities under Israeli occupation, 
constantly under the threat of reprisals for their (cultural or otherwise) forms of resistance. 
This was the case, for instance, of the visits we (the Freedom Bus) paid to Fasayel and 
Yerza, two small villages in zone C of the West Bank.90 In these locations – where villagers 
have to regularly rebuild structures (houses, sheds, water tanks, and so forth) knowing that 
soon they will be demolished by the Israeli Defense Forces – international support has 
sometimes been counterproductive as it attracts more attention over the reconstruction 
work. Playback Theatre events comprising international audience members can easily 
become the (unnecessarily) added motivation for justifying intensified retaliation (often 
further destruction of property). Accordingly, as Haedicke & Nellhaus affirm, ‘What begins 
as a benefit to the community can transform in an instant into a liability, and sometimes a 
project can teeter between the ethical and the unethical’ (2001: 15). On another note, as we 
visited Mufaqqara, another small village in the South Hebron Hills, we encountered a 
slightly different scenario. Apart from having to deal with the customary demolishing 
                                                        
90 Following the Oslo Accords, signed in 1993, there are three kinds of administration over Occupied 
Palestinian territories: Area A, under full control of the Palestinian Authorities (18 per cent); Area B, under 
Palestinian civil control and Israeli security control (22 per cent); and Area C, under full Israeli civil and 
security control, including planning and construction (60 per cent). Unlike Areas A and B though, Area C is 
territorially contiguous and includes most of the West Bank’s natural resources and open spaces (White, 
2014).  
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interventions, the inhabitants of this village are also subject to repeated harassment by 
settlers living nearby. As we were walking through the village’s hills and listening to the 
community leader (and audience member) Abu Ashraf speaking about local life conditions, 
a settler pick-up truck drove past us. Some of the participants were photographing the 
landscape and documenting the tour with their cameras, and Ashraf commented, ‘You all 
are more frightening to the settlers than an army tank’; he then explained that the presence 
of internationals (with their cameras and note pads) results in a temporary change in the 
behaviour of settlers: instead of the usual harassment they adopt a non-infringement attitude 
towards the villagers.  
 
The interface between approaches to cultural resistance (which according to my proposed 
model are materialised in the mobility/mobilisation of suppressed narratives and ensuing 
creation of spaces of resistance) and situated spatial politics (such as the constraints on 
mobility experienced in Occupied Palestine) critically determines the power relations which 
cultural activities might generate by either reinforcing the status-quo dynamics or by 
destabilising them. With such responsibility (and ethical accountability) guiding the 
development of practices of cultural resistance, the praxis of place-making could attest to 
the idea that ‘by enacting democratically constructed theatrical fictions, sometimes in places 
where democracy or even safety scarcely exists, community-based performance aims to 
make democracy a reality’ (Nellhaus & Haedicke, 2001: 9). If, as Ashraf states ‘You [TFT] 
give us hope! When we watch our stories being told in such an artistic way, we know our 
voice can reach far’ (2016) then, I argue, the dialogic and reflexive experiences provided 
by these Playback Theatre events can productively contribute towards a sense of community 
and belonging based on pluralistic (democratic) socio-spatial relations as this theory of 
place-making aims to exhort.    
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The spatiality of community and belonging in Return to Palestine 
 
The sense of belonging that community can provide is crucial for creating spaces of cultural 
resistance. Community can sustain a close connection with place which, in turn, could 
support the development of place-making in relation to practices of cultural resistance. 
According to sociologist Gerard Delanty, community brings about different meanings 
depending on its usage: ‘from alternative and utopian communities to traditional villages 
and urban localities in industrial cities to transnational diasporas and virtual communities’ 
(2010: xi); importantly, communities can be conservative or progressive. Furthermore, for 
sociologists, Delanty asserts, the term generally indicates a certain shape of social 
interaction, typically small-scale in its spatial dimensions (a neighbourhood, village, etc.); 
a different reading of the term can designate a particular form of political organisation, often 
related to citizenship, self-governance, and collective identity; finally, through 
philosophical and historical lenses, community is frequently associated with ideological or 
utopian ideas. In response to the ‘cultural turn’, which led since the 1980s to a resurgence 
of community in terms of its symbolic aspects (like cultural processes of identity formation), 
social critics of community are currently repositioning community as a social construct, as 
the outcome of particular social relations, and thus trying to regain community’s ‘sense of 
place’ (Delanty, 2010). This is the angle through which I look at community – in terms of 
its relationship with place, both as an idea and as social practice; and how the correlation 
between ideas of place and social interaction might help understanding the grounds on 
which the practice of place-making could operate through its work on cultural resistance. 
My goal therefore is to establish a mobile and inclusive reading of how terms like 




Despite competing definitions of community, which emphasise different aspects (social, 
cultural, political, and technological) in relation to different categories of place 
(correspondingly, differentiated urban localities, culturally defined identities, collective 
political activism, and virtual spatial relations), community can relate to a quest for 
belonging, regarding its connection to place (Delanty, 2010). And belonging, following 
Delanty is directly related to communication – it is a fluid process of interpreting and 
generating communicative bonds; as a result, community is never permanently established 
because it is always subject to conflicting discourses of belonging (and place). However, 
with communication constantly evolving, community becomes the outcome of increasingly 
new forms of belonging (created from local to transnational connections), thus allowing for 
potential further participation in several communities at once. My proposition is that 
simultaneous participation in different communities is key to the formation of cultural and 
socio-political alliances which can be beneficial to the purposes of place-making through 
practices of cultural resistance. 
 
By encouraging an expanded sense of belonging, the model of place-making aims to support 
the formation of inclusive ideas of community through practices of cultural resistance. 
Belonging is tightly associated with socio-cultural recognition, from which a sense of social 
inclusion can emerge – the underlying processes of belonging define its politics. According 
to sociologists Yuval-Davis et al., ‘Politics of belonging encompass and relate both 
citizenship and identity, adding an emotional dimension which is central to notions of 
belonging’ (2007: 1). And, ‘If citizenship relates to the participatory dimension of 
belonging, identity relates to the ways in which people define themselves and each other. 
[In this way,] identities are narratives, stories that people tell about themselves and each 
other’ (Yuval-Davis et al., 2007: 2). With citizenship and identity intermingling and, in the 
process, acting as markers of belonging, narratives about society and community reappear 
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in terms of their ability to facilitate (or not) experiences of belonging (with very tangible 
material implications). Belonging also raises the question of how change (towards socio-
spatial inclusion) might affect (transform) communities and, conversely, how much these 
are contingent on the politics of belonging. For Yuval-Davis et al., ‘Belonging tends to be 
naturalised and becomes articulated and politicised only when it is threatened in some way’ 
(2007: 3); as such, it is important to consider the ways in which communities’ cultural and 
socio-spatial dynamics might be altered with the involvement of formerly excluded 
people/groups, and how belonging might be put at stake or enhanced by such 
transformations. Hence, Yuval-Davis et al. propose situating the politics of belonging 
through three complementary ways: temporarily, spatially, and intersectionally, in order to 
analyse ‘the ways different political projects of belonging construct and represent [different 
people, and] the extent to which they are allowed to be included in them at all’ (2007: 8). 
Examining experiences of belonging thus requires interconnecting an historical and 
spatially situated analysis with specific power relations based on class, race, gender, 
sexuality, (dis)ability, age, and so on (Yuval-Davis et al., 2007). With the (identity) politics 
of belonging in mind, I now look at the theatre piece Return to Palestine (2016) by TFT, as 
an example of how the model of place-making could stimulate progressive and inclusive 
experiences of belonging; specifically, how practices of cultural resistance can activate 
discourses of community founded on a mobile understanding of place.  
 
Return to Palestine is a 35-minute theatre piece based on the stories collected during the 
Freedom Bus 2016; stories which were gathered through the Playback Theatre events 
discussed in the previous section. I saw the piece in September 2016 in Santa Maria da 
Feira, in the context of The Freedom Theatre’s international tour through Portugal, which 
comprised workshops, film screenings, and presentations, alongside several performances 
of the piece, each time followed by a discussion with the audience. Directed by Micaela 
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Miranda (current director of the TFT’s school) and performed mainly in English (with some 
intermingled Arabic) by the students of TFT’s school, Return to Palestine has no formal 
stage or costume design.91 In a small imaginary square, which the performers embody as 
the physical limits of their stage (an analogy to the size of the Palestinian territory), Jad’s 
life, a young Palestinian born in the US, is depicted. The plot develops around Jad’s travel 
to Palestine, which is motivated by the ‘reality’ he sees portrayed on the news. Full of the 
many idiosyncrasies that comprise life under occupation, the piece illustrates diverse 
atmospheres, ranging from comical to tragic; importantly, the piece depicts an 
understanding of community (and belonging) that is not limited to a fixed territoriality (in 
this case, Occupied Palestine). Specifically, Return to Palestine exemplifies a mobile idea 
of community (in relation to place), which follows the contingent spatiality that the theory 
of place-making intends to promote.  
 
The first scenes show Jad and his older sister (more aware of the situation on the ground) in 
the US, watching the news about the most recent massacre in Gaza, and discussing his 
eventual trip to Palestine. Unsurprisingly, once in Tel Aviv, Jad finds himself stumbling 
from one misunderstanding to the next, in a mixture of amusing and threatening situations. 
For example, at the border control, jokes based on word-play (using Hebrew, English, and 
Arabic) signpost Israel’s efforts to alter Palestinian names of places, substituting them for 
Hebrew names (‘Akka?’ asks Jad, ‘Ako!’ shout the others playing Israeli guards; and later 
again, ‘Yaffa? Yafo!’).92 Or, only when outside the airport, could Jad understand that his 
Palestinian contact in Jenin would not be allowed to reach Tel Aviv to pick him up. Jad’s 
subsequent attempts to find a taxi that is able, and willing, to drive him to Jenin are filled 
                                                        
91 The actors were Osama Azzeh, Samah Abo Tabikh, Ihab Talahmeh, Amir Abu Rob, Raneen Odeh, and 
Ibrahim Moqbel; and the musicians: António Sérgio and Nabil Alraee (current artistic director of TFT).  
92 In his work on geocriticism and literary cartography, Tally (2015) calls attention to the acts of alteration, 
replacement, and erasure of indigenous names of places with new toponyms, both as a main goal and 
unavoidable consequence of colonization.  
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with more incidents of the kind until he finally arrives to his destination. Once in Jenin, 
unable to sleep with the sound of gunfire coming from nearby, and overwhelmed by the 
journey so far, he decides to follow his friend’s advice of traveling through the West Bank 
to better understand the context in which he finds himself. Jad visits some of the places 
already mentioned, like Fasayel, Mufaqqara, and Dheisha refugee camp in Bethlehem 
(where he experiences tear gas for the first time); throughout his journey, Jad creates new 
friendships and develops a deeper understanding of people’s different ways of resisting 
oppression. Through creative combinations and occasional acrobatic movements, the 
actors’ bodies are continuously transformed into cars, motorcycles, tables, chairs, machine 
guns, airplanes, birds, children – a whole array of objects and beings unexpectedly giving 
shape to the scenes’ sequence. The piece ends with a letter from Jad to his sister where, 
amongst emotional details of his experiences in the West Bank, he states that he will not 
return to the US, and instead invites her to return to Palestine, where everyone awaits her – 
‘Come back my sister, we are all waiting for you’ – an implicit allusion to the famous and 
equally controversial ‘right of return’.  
 
In my view, Return to Palestine conveys an idea of community which extends beyond the 
physical territory of Occupied Palestine, and beyond Palestinian identity (or a predefined 
view of it). The mobility intrinsic to such an unfixed spatiality aims, I propose, to encourage 
the audience to experience an expanded sense of place (and belonging), out of which 
processes of alliance-making might develop. The performance finished and it was evident 
that it had impacted most members of the audience – there were several smiling and tearful 
faces of perplexity. A post-show talk with the actors, director, and musicians followed, and 
through it a crucial part of the work of cultural resistance began – the direct dialogic 
exchange between artists and audience. After a brief introduction to the work by the director 
Micaela Miranda (on how it had been created, and its purpose of enabling communication 
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amongst dispersed communities), the questions from the audience emerged. As I expected, 
the opportunity to interact with the actors, but mainly the chance to clarify the many doubts 
accumulated during the performance, were translated into a vibrant exchange, with each 
question creating more confidence for the next one. Queries, for example, about whether 
the work can, despite intentions, create further animosity between Palestinians and Israelis; 
or how to preserve the cultural identity of Palestinians (seen as crucial to the struggle for 
self-determination) after so many years of occupation. To these and other enquiries, we 
heard various uncompromising answers, including that in order to create a space for 
dialogue (between Palestinians and Israelis, in this case), first, people’s personal accounts 
of subjugation need to be heard; and that practices of resistance are now an integral part of 
Palestinian’s socio-cultural and political identity. The post-show talk was a straightforward 
occasion to raise international awareness about the conditions of oppression in Occupied 
Palestine. Moreover, it served the purpose of creating an image of Palestinian culture 
abroad, an image outlined by its intersection with everyday life politics. As such, it also 
acted as a catalyst to demystify mainstream international media versions of the conflict; as 
one audience member commented, ‘In 25 years watching the news, I haven’t learned so 
much about what is going on in Palestine as I have learned in 35 minutes of this 
performance’. In overcoming the evident lack of knowledge about the Israeli/Palestinian 
conflict (and the supposed embarrassment that the unawareness could have created), the 
audience demonstrated curiosity and availability to engage with the various topics raised. 
To the final question about which possible solutions can be entertained by internationals in 
order to support TFT’s work on cultural resistance, we heard from Miranda (what I was 
repeatedly told when traveling through the West Bank), ‘By bearing witness and standing 
in solidarity with those in struggle, you can speak to the hearts and minds of your family, 
friends, and those around you’. Awareness of the conditions of others brings with it the 
responsibility of sharing the information that has produced it in the first place as well as the 
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ensuing task of re-creating solidarity across borders (territorial, socio-cultural, and 
political). The question is then, what kind of sense of community and belonging (in relation 
to place) can sustain such responsible practice of solidarity across borders? In other words, 
what kind of community-building practices can assist cultural resistance in initiating (and 
maintaining) the socio-spatial constitution of alliances, so crucial to international solidarity?   
 
The underlying distinction between ‘us’ and ‘them’ is at the core of community-building 
practices and their corresponding processes of collective identity-formation. For the model 
of place-making, it is crucial to challenge the separation between ‘us’ and ‘them’ so that 
practices of cultural resistance can instigate inclusive understandings of community which, 
in turn, enable the formation of alliances. According to Delanty (2010), the current Western 
revival of community (more based on communicational links and their experiences of 
belonging than spatially bounded) is seen as a response to widespread conditions of 
insecurity. Similarly, for Bauman, ‘We miss community because we miss security, a quality 
crucial to happy life, but one which the world we inhabit is ever less able to offer and ever 
more reluctant to promise’ (2001: 144). The association of community with security triggers 
yet another element in conflictual tension with these: freedom. For instance: ‘the freedom 
to articulate and to pursue the claims to recognition is the principal condition of the 
autonomy, the practical ability of self-constitution (and so, potentially, of self-
improvement) of the society we live in’ (Bauman, 2001: 79-80). Security and freedom 
become, therefore, two main signifiers with which to juggle contemporary meanings of 
belonging and experiences of place. Bauman’s assertion aptly highlights community as the 
locus of rival understandings: ‘security sacrificed in the name of freedom tends to be other 
people’s security; and freedom sacrificed in the name of security tends to be other people’s 
freedom’ (2001: 20; original emphasis). An essentialist separation between ‘our’ needs and 
	 165	
‘their’ needs (or struggles, or claims) prevents then the productive development of an 
expanded sense of community that is capable of establishing alliances across borders.  
 
The politics of ‘us/them’ negotiations are critical for asserting the potential of the model of 
place-making to advance the development of cultural resistance through inclusive 
community-building practices. For political theorist Chantal Mouffe: 
once we understand that every identity is relational and that the affirmation of a 
difference is a precondition for the existence of any identity […] we can 
understand why politics, which always deals with collective identities, is about 
the constitution of a “we” which requires as its very condition of possibility the 
demarcation of a “they” (2013: 5). 
 
Mouffe’s claim is not that the processes of identity-differentiation inevitably entail 
antagonistic perspectives – especially because many of these relations are simply about the 
acknowledgment of difference; rather, that ‘us/them’ relations can always become 
antagonistic when ‘our’ identity is put at stake. Mouffe’s proposition of an ‘agonistic’ model 
of democracy is a response to the importance of affects in the formation of collective 
identities, and thus a response to the consequent impossibility of eliminating conflict. For 
Mouffe, such challenge can be tackled by considering ‘others’ adversaries, instead of 
‘enemies’; in the agonistic struggle between adversaries, Mouffe affirms, the ‘other’ ‘shares 
a common allegiance to the democratic principles of “liberty and equality for all”, while 
disagreeing about their interpretation’ (2013: 7). Particularly useful for my theory of place-
making however, is the idea of equality as a mutual recognition of difference, as well as the 
goal of achieving equality (for all) in the recognition of difference. ‘The crucial issue then 
[says Mouffe] is how to establish this us/them distinction, which is constitutive of politics, 
in a way that is compatible with the recognition of pluralism’ (2013: 6-7). Or, for the 
purpose of my thesis, how to establish a sense of community (which does not suppress 
us/them distinctions), in a way that is compatible with the formation of alliances between 
different struggles. According to my proposed model of place-making, my suggestion is 
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that practices of cultural resistance could engage in the production of discourses of 
community which convey a mobile spatiality. The absence of a delimiting spatial bond 
could allow for a more encompassing sense of belonging (and responsibility) which enables 
the interaction with multiple communities and, as a result, the recognition of pluralism that 
is necessary for alliance-making.93   
 
The interaction with multiple communities can support the emergence of pluralistic socio-
spatial relations. In my formulation of place-making, practices of cultural resistance attempt 
to encourage partaking in different communities. For example, in Return to Palestine and 
throughout the post-show talk, the idea of responsibility, of enacting solidarity across 
borders, was not coupled with the need to develop a close identification with the claims of 
Palestinians; rather, the piece, together with the conversation that followed, invited the 
audience to embody a comprehensive sense of responsibility (for socio-spatial justice), 
which presupposes (and requires) the involvement in multiple communities and, 
concurrently, an extended sense of belonging. Despite asserting that community, as a 
constantly evolving system of shared practices, entails socio-cultural transformation – ‘It is 
in this stronger constructivist sense […] that community is communicative – communicative 
of new cultural codes and forms of belonging’ (2010: 155), Delanty also questions 
community’s capacity to act as a foundation for socio-spatial integration; his arguments 
being that community born out of modernity comprises individualism along with a strong 
imaginary component, expressed through multiple abstract (and imagined) structures of 
communication operating without concrete physical or territorial shape or underpinning 
identity; ‘Thus community ends up destroyed by the very individualism that creates the 
                                                        
93 Pluralistic socio-spatial relations, moreover, can be productively generative; for place-making, it means 
that the participation in multiple communities could increase the creation of sites of cultural resistance. Here, 
I am thinking of ‘multidimensional pluralism’, or what another advocate of agonistic democracy, political 
theorist William E. Connolly, identifies as being ‘the expansion of diversity in one domain [that] ventilates 
life in others as well’ (2005: 6). 
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desire for it’ (2010: 155). I want to argue for an alternative interpretation of how 
individuality (instead of individualism) along with community’s imaginary component, or 
lack of a defined territorial outline, can activate inclusive forms of belonging. For the model 
of place-making, an insistence upon participation in different communities (enhanced by 
current communication technology) not only could assist the ‘new cultural codes and forms 
of belonging’ suggested by Delanty (2010: 155), it is also central to the creation (and 
occupation) of physical and symbolic spaces of cultural resistance, which place-making 
aims to encourage.  
 
A progression towards a pluralist spatiality through more inclusive processes of belonging 
might entail voluntary partaking in different communities. With their underlying processes 
of sharing ideas, concerns, methodologies, imaginaries, values and so on, participation in 
multiple communities could in itself become a means of avoiding essentialist and static 
‘us/them’ differentiations. At the same time, the socio-cultural mobility implied in 
simultaneous participation in different communities could directly contribute to an 
inclusive, pluralistic, approach to the formation of alliances. Before I discuss each point, 
whilst also trying to explain them in relation to one another, I want to stress that for the 
theory of place-making, the goal for practices of cultural resistance is not that of trying to 
create a consensus view on the different struggles at stake. But instead, to unfold (as did 
Return to Palestine and its post-show talk) the range of ideas and practices taking place 
around those struggles. As Mouffe describes, art’s ‘critical dimension consists in making 
visible what the dominant consensus tends to obscure and obliterate, in giving a voice to all 
those who are silenced within the framework of the existing hegemony’ (2013: 93). Yet, the 
transformation of political (and cultural) identities is not achieved through some sort of 
revelatory acts, but through insertion ‘in a set of practices that will mobilize [the social 
agent’s] affects in a way that disarticulates the framework in which the dominant process of 
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identification takes place’ (Mouffe, 2013: 93).94 With the production of new subjectivities 
(and affects) seen as directly linked with the transformation of socio-spatial relations, I 
suggest that a crucial task for practices of cultural resistance working with the model of 
place-making is to stimulate transcultural exchanges. Transcultural dialogue becomes, I 
claim, the privileged system of shared practices potentially capable of creatively mobilising 
affects, disrupting dominant processes of identification, and thus propelling progressive 
(pluralist) directions for creating alliances, for occupying place.  
 
In the post-show talk described above, TFT’s representatives provided their audiences with 
the opportunity to discuss a number of subjects, including potential political implications of 
Return to Palestine. In this way, initiators of projects of cultural resistance and their 
audiences (whether they are far from the original places of production or not) can participate 
in the collective enterprise of (re-)occupying place; of resisting and counteracting 
hegemonic spatial occupation by co-creating a pluralistic place where different perspectives 
are voiced and heard and, in the process, potentially challenged. Crucially, through these 
shared spaces and practices, activated by instances of artistic production, ideas of 
community (and communication) can be re-negotiated. If, as TFT insists, knowledge brings 
about the responsibility of sharing it, then an alternative sense of community might be 
rehearsed through these shared practices – a version of community in which belonging 
derives from (a responsible) choice. Comparable to relations of friendship, audience 
members can opt for participating in the communities (and contributing to the causes) with 
which they feel resonance, and towards those they feel responsible.95 Audiences physically 
distant from the places of struggle can decide, we were told, to intervene (by creating such 
                                                        
94 In Sara Ahmed’s ‘model of sociality of emotions’, she suggests that ‘it is through emotions, or how we 
respond to objects and others, that surfaces or boundaries are made: the “I” and the “we” are shaped by, and 
even take the shape of, contact with others’ (2014: 10). 
95 Again, I am thinking of relations of friendship from a Western perspective, which is familiar to my own 
experiences of friendship.  
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spaces of dialogue and reflection) in a number of ways, both through the Internet and 
locally. Clearly, this seemingly flexible possibility of electing experiences of belonging 
based on ethical-political, or socio-cultural affinity (and commitment) is a dynamic way of 
conceiving community; it stands beyond the conventional affective ties of familial relations 
and other canonical versions of community, which are mainly spatially determined, like 
neighbourhoods, schools or workplaces, places of worship, nation-states, and so forth. 
However, comparing processes of alliance-making with the voluntary choice intrinsic to 
relations of friendship demands further clarification in order to avoid exclusionary readings. 
It is necessary therefore to examine how the trope of friendship can productively support 
the praxis of place-making in its pursuit of alliances for the construction of a pluralistic 
spatiality through practices of cultural resistance.  
 
A focus on the approach to forming alliances across different communities could involve 
considering friendship. Friendship could assist practices of cultural resistance in creating a 
non-exclusionary understanding of community for the formation of different alliances. As 
explored in the previous chapter – through the work of Marilyn Friedman (1993) – 
friendship extends the accessibility of divergent values and practices; this, in turn, can lead 
to constructive change beyond one-to-one relations. As Friedman explains, ‘The evolution 
of distinctive values and pursuits may lead friends to shared perspectives that generate 
disloyalties to existing social institutions. This gives friendship disruptive possibilities 
within society at large. Out of these disruptions may emerge beneficial social change’ (1993: 
219). At the core of friendships’ potential for beneficial socio-spatial change is the challenge 
to the processes of identity formation initiated in the spatially determined, and relatively 
non-voluntary, communities of origin (family, neighbourhood, school) which the 
participation in ‘communities of choice’ offers (Friedman, 1993). The voluntary 
participation in selected communities is another aspect of the dimension of friendship 
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previously discussed and equally important to the purpose of place-making of creating a 
pluralistic spatiality; specifically, such intentional choices of belonging can disrupt 
dominant socio-spatial relations and help engendering inclusive alliances for practices of 
cultural resistance.  
 
Intentional participation in different communities and choice of experiences of belonging 
are critical for a feminist account of the import of the model of place-making for practices 
of cultural resistance and their formation of alliances. Participation in ‘communities of 
mature self-identification’ (like labour unions, political action groups, leisure associations, 
or in case of relocation and migration, neighbourhood, city, or even nation-state) plays an 
important role in ‘supplementing, if not displacing, the communities and attachments that 
are merely found’ (Friedman, 1993: 245). And this is, following Friedman, particularly 
relevant for women: ‘We all recall how political communities have, until only recently in 
recorded history, excluded the legitimate participation of women. It would seem to follow 
that they have accordingly not historically constituted the identities of women in profound 
ways’ (1993: 243; original emphasis). Friedman’s assertion is that in the combination and 
intersection of given and chosen communities that most people might live in, the exercise 
of ‘voluntary choice’ is crucial for the journey of personal redefinition:  
Perhaps it is more illuminating to say that communities of choice foster not so 
much the constitution of subjects as their reconstitution. We seek out such 
communities as contexts in which to relocate and renegotiate the various 
constituents of our identities (1993: 252).96  
   
Albeit the import of communities of choice for personal development, and the connection 
between these processes of redefinition and their eventual socio-spatial progressive effects, 
voluntary choice will inevitably be motivated by ‘one’s own needs, desires, interests, values, 
and attractions’ (Friedman, 1993: 248). Therefore, it is central to ensure that choices 
                                                        
96 Importantly though, Friedman warns against uncritically regarding communities of choice moral authority 
as a positive influence; communities of choice might in fact be violent and hateful associations, underlining 
the significance of critically analysing communal relations and practices.  
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predicated upon close identification with, for example, political, sexual, cultural or ethical 
alignment do not undermine the ability of the model of place-making to encourage practices 
of cultural resistance to establish alliances across difference; and that the metaphor (and 
practice) of friendship can effectively support the pluralistic construction of place which the 
theory of place-making aspires to develop.    
 
Even if participation in communities of choice is based on similitude (and it will tend to be), 
I want to argue that alliances among these can follow distinct routes, beyond the legitimate 
wishes for more immediate self-identification address. The spontaneity intrinsic to relations 
of friendship is key for place-making to attest its capability to foster an inclusive sense of 
social belonging. If the challenge for practices of cultural resistance is to prevent a self-
enclosed kind of socio-political development which undermines the formation of pluralistic 
alliances (which in the case of TFT’s work would mean gathering only the support of 
Palestinians, or others with similar experiences of oppression), then Leela Gandhi’s 
postcolonial study of the politics of friendship is apposite: ‘can I oppose radical 
individualism with community while opposing communitarianism in such a way that I don’t 
return to a position of radical individualism/autonomy?’ (2006: 25). In Gandhi’s terms, the 
purpose is to develop ‘a noncommunitarian understanding of community’; to consider the 
‘affective gestures that refuse alignment along the secure axes of filiation to seek expression 
outside, if not against, possessive communities of belonging’ (2006: 10). And this is 
achieved, Gandhi contends, by articulating ‘affective singularity, anarchist relationality, and 
other-directedness’ under the sign of friendship; these are the features of an ‘immature 
politics’ that privileges accidental events and provisional forms of coalition, which are able 
to assemble ‘seemingly disparate causes under the same umbrella’ (2006: 187). In order to 
overcome similarity in alliance-making, a sort of ad hoc version of alliance is required – 
one in which provisionality enhances the subversive potential of choice, of friendship. In 
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other words, the improvisational nature of relations of friendship can engender spontaneous 
and contingent alliances between diverse causes – a non-essentialist understanding of the 
formation of alliances for the theory of place-making.  
 
It is important to identify the mechanisms by which practices of place-making, in the form 
of cultural resistance (in their multiple struggles for socio-spatial justice), could be 
provisionally linked together across different spatial scales. Friendship’s permeable, 
unpredictable, fragile, transitory, and contradictory movements could productively inform 
the spatial politics of practices of cultural resistance, through the contingency of their 
alliances. Friendship’s provisionality importantly generates a ‘critical conjuncture’, which 
in Gandhi’s words corresponds to: 
when some of the selves who make up a culture loosen themselves from the 
security and comfort of old affiliations and identifications to make an 
unexpected “gesture” of friendship toward all those on the other side of the fence 
[…] A breach, that is, in the fabric of imperial inhospitality’ (Gandhi, 2006: 
189). 
 
With selves electing their communities of choice and, concurrently, gesturing towards 
different others; other singularities, who themselves participate in different communities 
(both spatially and non-spatially determined), place-making could help establishing an 
inclusive, transcultural, occupation of place. Such relational, interconnected, and inclusive 
spatiality, even if transitory, is crucial to transcultural dialogue (to the mobility of narratives 
and their claims). And transcultural dialogue is, I reiterate, what might mobilise alliances; 
what might instigate the exercise of voluntary choice (of friendship) associated with non-
essentialist senses of community and belonging. 
 
The negotiation of language and communication of the imaginary is central to portray a 
shared space of potential collective action, and thus critical to the ability of practices of 
cultural resistance to mobilise alliances. Transcultural dialogue translates, therefore, into 
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the capacity of communicating an imaginary which is flexible in the developments it 
suggests. If, as Ducombe states: ‘In order to strive for change, you have first to imagine it, 
and culture is the repository of imagination’ (2002: 35), then this is, as mentioned earlier, 
where community becomes mobile and without a physical or territorial shape, where 
community becomes communicative (Delanty, 2010).97 This is also, I argue, where the 
communication of narratives and their claims might (or not) reflect the relational, 
interconnected, and inclusive spatiality which supports non-essentialist senses of 
community and belonging. In this context, and as final contribution to this chapter, I want 
to mention feminist human geographer Gillian Rose’s (1997) work. Rose’s insights are 
relevant to my assertion that community’s lack of a defined territorial outline can activate 
inclusive forms of belonging which are useful for alliances between practices of cultural 
resistance engaged in place-making. When describing the work of specific community arts 
projects in so-called socio-economic disadvantaged and peripheral urban areas, Rose 
suitably problematises the general assumption of these being cohesive communities holding 
‘an oppositional worldview in resistance to the powerful’ (1997: 201). Rose’s claim is that, 
because the community workers in question link material deprivation with cultural 
discrimination, their critique is multifaceted, as is the spatiality of their cultural politics of 
resistance, which: 
is not the territorialized uniformity of “community”; but nor is it entirely the 
multidimensional matrix of identity politics. Both these geometries remain 
representable and therefore too open to assimilation by powerful definitions, 
although both may strategically be deployed to win funding […] Instead, arts 
workers’ emphasis on performance evokes a space of contingent connections 
beyond the constraining positions of discourse. It is a mobile network of groups 
and individuals performing themselves and changing shape as they do so (1997: 
201).  
  
There are a few aspects worthy of further attention here, which I want to address in relation 
to TFT’s work. Despite TFT’s seeming specificity regarding its discourse’s spatiality (it can 
                                                        
97 It is worth noting that imagination performs a significant role in practices of cultural resistance; following 
Tally, ‘In the attempt to think critically about the spaces and places of our own world, we are frequently 
encouraged to imagine other spaces’ (2013: 145). 
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appear to concern the prerogatives of the Palestinian population only), it does also intersect 
multiple claims. Specifically, it interconnects territorial domination with ethnic (and 
religious) discrimination, and economic depredation. Likewise, portraits of a unified 
community (of students, staff, and other representatives or regular participants), or of a 
collective identity forcefully further partitioned by questions of gender, age, and ethnicity, 
are equally deployed for international funding purposes (TFT’s main source of income). 
Therefore, TFT members find themselves in a similar position to that of Rose’s arts workers, 
where the multidimensionality of the discourses produced around diverse claims mirrors the 
hesitancy in adopting a common and constant description of community. 
 
For TFT’s members (and Rose’s arts workers alike), a common characterisation of 
community would be at odds with the persistent references to lack, absence, and void. This 
approach to narrative easily unsettles any attempt at containing the spatiality that such 
discourse(s) generate. Accordingly, the idea of community that is put at play is undefined, 
volatile, and contingent: ‘we’, the ‘community’, can describe TFT and their associates in 
Jenin, or specific Palestinian villages, or anyone living in Occupied Palestine, or even the 
Palestinian population in general (including the community in diaspora), and other times it 
encompasses TFT’s allies wherever they are or may be. In this sense, ‘the form of 
community is imagined through a fluid and multidimensional space, but one which remains 
“vague”, radically undermined by uncertainty’ (Rose, 1997: 202). This indeterminate 
community becomes plural by spontaneously overlapping different versions of absence and 
void within a seeming common frame. These alliances are not identical to Gandhi’s 
description of ‘seemingly disparate causes under the same umbrella’ (2006: 187), nor are 
they too far apart. The alliances evoked by TFT’s discourse(s) are provisionally gathered 
through disparate (sometimes contradictory) versions of community; but they are also, 
concurrently, performative. Different social and cultural roles are temporarily engaged (and 
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embodied) in order to foster potential alliances with audience members. In this sense, the 
spatiality of such alliances resembles that of Rose’s account: ‘It is a space the dimensions 
of which cannot completely be described, defined, discoursed. This other space constantly 
unworks the certainties of representable spaces and the certainties of identity given form by 
them’ (1997: 188-189).98 Without a demarcated us/them separation, this kind of spatiality 
points towards an incoherent and, crucially, an anti-essentialist understanding of community 
and belonging.  
 
With a lack of visible borders, the idea of an ‘inclusive’ community acquires different 
contours and meanings. Rose’s insights are relevant again; in a different essay, she touches 
upon the kind of spatiality that is produced by discourses of lack (where the qualities are 
absent ones): ‘It marks something missing; it denotes a space in which identity is collective 
only through shared lack, a “community” at once pressingly there yet strangely absent […] 
This “community” of lack cannot therefore give form to an essence’ (1997a: 9). 
Significantly, this community, which discursively moves across a void space of absences 
can easier create openings for establishing alliances with others (singularities, groups, or 
communities), with whom it might share a discourse of lack (Rose, 1997a). In this way, and 
despite its narrative of absence or scarcity, such a community (like the one TFT performed 
through Return to Palestine and the post-show talk) does not define itself by its seeming 
powerlessness but rather through its mobile connections. This entails critical effects, namely 
that community can become a specifically dynamic arrangement, sustained by partial and 
elastic links, which constantly shift the overall constellation; or, as Bayat terms it, 
‘communities as dynamic beings, subject to continuous deconstruction, shifting boundaries, 
and reconstruction’ (2013: 202). Through this perspective, moreover, the opportunity for 
                                                        
98 Rose’s analysis in based on Jean-Luc Nancy’s (1991) distinction between the ‘myth of community’ 
(where difference among subjects is refuted), and the ‘inoperative community’ (which cannot be represented 
because it is communication as it happens, with its performative qualities); the latter stands for a radical 
version of community without a definable territory.   
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individuals to (provisionally) speak as part of various communities is enhanced; this means 
that distinct discursive versions of the ‘same’ community will overlap and, in turn, produce 
a fluid collective identity available to be (partially) claimed by any of its potential members. 
If a community becomes the translation of a collectively produced discourse, then the result 
is a collective practice (expression) of community where, ‘There is a possibility of 
communicating something else beyond the positions power consigns us to’ (Rose, 1997: 
202). This potential of moving beyond socio-culturally ascribed identities, roles, and groups 
is at the core of the purpose of place-making of advancing community both as a progressive 
idea (about belonging) and a provisional arrangement of mobile socio-spatial relations. 
With community and belonging acting as places for distinct interpersonal associations (of 
alignment and non-alignment), the model of place-making could contribute to unsettle 
binary conceptions of inclusiveness, and establish a pluralistic approach to the occupation 











The theoretical model of place-making that I advance in this thesis advocates for a 
commitment to an ongoing expansion of cultural borders as the basis for a progressive 
transformation of place. In my investigation of an epistemological framework of inclusive 
spatialities, I undertook the task of exploring ideas of cosmopolitanism as means to conceive 
a transcultural mode of art-making through which pluralistic understandings of place and 
belonging could be enacted. The interventional art project Borderland (2013), a 
collaboration between myself and two other artists, consists of a proposal of three socio-
cultural public interventions for northern German-Polish border towns; the project 
exemplifies a possible contribution of cosmopolitanism to the practice of place-making. 
Specifically, the devising process of Borderland followed the idea that transcultural 
dialogue fostered through art-making is crucial for developing individual cosmopolitan 
practices which can confront hegemonic communal constructs and inward-looking socio-
spatial relations. For example, by instigating trans-communitarian exchanges through 
shared socio-cultural activities, Borderland proposes challenging the territorial border 
between Germany and Poland – together with the political, socioeconomic, and cultural 
divisions that affect both communities living and working side by side – with a translocal 
sense of place and shared belonging.  
 
A critical and translocal understanding of cosmopolitanism is, in my view, central to 
addressing our current global condition of socio-spatial interdependency. In this regard, the 
practice of place-making aims to instigate a translocal ethics of interaction through a 
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feminist approach to cosmopolitanism. My suggestion is that feminist ethics can provide 
place-making with the tools to materialise a simultaneously embodied and mobile sense of 
co-belonging. Therefore, and through the analysis of artist and researcher Cecilia Parsberg’s 
practice, specifically three artworks created during her travels to Occupied Palestine in the 
early 2000s, I seek to demonstrate that shared responsibility and care can be the cornerstones 
of an inclusive spatiality, and thus the potential basis for positively responding to a global 
dimension of socio-spatial interconnectedness. As Parsberg navigates across her several 
roles (as artist, researcher, witness, mediator, activist, and ally), her artistic practice unfolds, 
I argue, the mobility of a translocal geography of responsibility and care. Based on a 
transcultural approach to the co-production of meanings (and values), Parsberg’s artwork 
attempts to activate the redefinition of our senses of belonging by suggesting a multi-located 
understanding of place. Such mobile sense of place, I claim, testifies to the potential of a 
cosmopolitan approach to place-making to guide a pluralistic transformation of socio-
cultural landscapes.  
 
This chapter is organised in three interconnected sections, which together seek to map the 
main locations of a cosmopolitan itinerary for the model of place-making. The first section, 
Cosmopolitan dialogues: the transformative spatiality of transcultural practices, addresses 
the spatiality of individual cosmopolitan practices as an important contribution to a 
translocal sense of place and belonging. Specifically, by looking at notions of translocal 
geographies by Katherine Brickell & Ayona Datta (2011) alongside discourses on 
cosmopolitanism – by Gerard Delanty (2009 and 2010), Asef Bayat (2006), Kwame 
Anthony Appiah (2006), and Boaventura de Sousa Santos (2006) – I propose that 
transcultural modes of art-making can support an inclusive spatiality. In the second section, 
Translocal responsibility: a cosmopolitan approach to care ethics, I explore translocal 
responsibility and care as a critical foundation for the transformation of place through a 
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feminist cosmopolitan understanding of belonging. I argue for the role of the artist/ally as a 
central figure for translocal feminist solidarity through the analysis of Iris Marion Young’s 
(2013) ideas of responsibility across borders in relation to Virginia Held’s (2008 and 2015) 
and Fiona Robinson’s (2015) thoughts on the ethics of care. Further, I also draw on notions 
of cosmopolitan imagination by Marsha Meskimmon (2011) to support my development of 
an embodied and mobile cosmopolitan approach to place-making. Finally, in the last 
section, A feminist spatiality for an everyday (cosmopolitan) practice of place-making, I 
address the potential of a cosmopolitan approach to place-making to enact a global 
dimension of translocal responsibility and care based on the co-production of value practices 
through art-making. My aim here is to reconcile a pluralistic understanding of place with a 
sense of (global) co-belonging. To support my examination, I draw on Rosi Braidotti et al.’s 
(2013) ideas about cosmo-politics interdependency and Silvia Federici’s (2012) notion of 
the commons, and offer my account of how feminist ethics might contribute to a planetary 
sense of co-belonging which is transformative of place.  
 
Cosmopolitan dialogues: the transformative spatiality of transcultural practices  
 
Cosmopolitanism indicates the interest and intention (individual or collective) to expand 
previous socio-cultural borders. For the model of place-making, I propose, cosmopolitanism 
can assist in orientating the practical exploration of transcultural modes of art-making, as 
well as the critical analysis of transcultural approaches to the construction of place. My 
suggestion follows the idea that cosmopolitanism, as a notion, usefully incorporates a 
conceptual and a practical component – it speaks of both an idea (also an ideal) and a 
specific set of contextual socio-cultural interactions. According to Asef Bayat, 
cosmopolitanism, 
refers to both a social condition and an ethical project. In the first place, it 
signifies certain objective processes, such as globalization, migration, and 
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traveling that compel people of diverse communal, national, or racial affiliations 
to associate, work, and live together. [It] is a project with humanistic objectives. 
In this sense, cosmopolitanism is deployed to challenge the language of 
separation and antagonism, to confront cultural superiority and ethnocentrism 
(2006: 203).  
 
Thinking of distinct cultures living together, of association and coexistence with different 
others, suggests having to find ways of conversing; of creating new forms of engagement 
with the other’s perspectives. Similarly, for Gerard Delanty, the cosmopolitan ‘imaginary 
is both a medium of experience and an interpretation of that experience in a way that opens 
up new perspectives on the world’ (2009: 15). The significance of imagination reappears as 
a critical mechanism for articulating and communicating personal experience, for 
experimenting with conversation as a practice – as a point of contact, where agreement is 
dispensable, and where principles and values do not have to fully overlap. Such moment of 
contact is a creative exercise of transcultural exchange, which is specific to its participants 
and the circumstances in which they find themselves. In this encounter (where diversity is 
seen as an asset instead of a liability), not only can participants discover what they share, 
they might also become curious about what they do not share; this temptation to learn further 
can be seen along the lines of what philosopher and cultural theorist Kwame Anthony 
Appiah (2006) calls ‘cosmopolitan curiosity’. For Appiah, these transcultural 
conversational exchanges are part of the cosmopolitan repertoire – the practices through 
which people encounter and progressively develop alternative ways of looking at things: 
Reasoning – by which I mean the public act of exchanging stated justifications 
– comes in not when we are going on in the usual way, but when we are thinking 
about change. And when it comes to change, what moves people is often not an 
argument from a principle, not a long discussion about values, but just a 
gradually acquired new way of seeing things (2006: 73). 
 
In his study of cosmopolitanism, Appiah states that the expression ‘citizen of the cosmos’ 
(cosmopolitan) dates back to the fourth century BC; and that it was coined by the Cynics 
who were usually sceptical about convention and custom. In this sense, the original 
relationship between citizen and cosmos meant a refusal to accept the general understanding 
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of citizen, traditionally seen as someone loyal toward a specific polis (Appiah, 2006). A 
cosmopolitan practice, then, suggests a position from where critical questioning develops 
alongside a rejection of estrangement between people of different socio-cultural groups. 
Thus, cosmopolitanism not only highlights interpersonal connections, it also presupposes 
an individual openness to transcultural encounters and exchanges. For my development of 
the epistemological framework of place-making, it is important to focus on the individual 
cosmopolitan attitude that might enable socio-spatial transformation in relation to processes 
of art-making; and to establish the potential contribution of individual cosmopolitan 
practices to place-making, to a pluralistic construction of place and sense of belonging.   
 
The explicitness of its underlying politics is what distinguishes cosmopolitanism (with 
cosmos imagined from different positions) from multiculturalism. Multiculturalism can 
refer to a coming together of culturally distinct lifestyles, which not only intends to 
institutionalise relations between a majority and specific minority groups, but also 
disregards relations between minority groups. Or, as Yuval-Davis et al. assert in their 
politics of belonging, multiculturalism can be ‘reduced to an administrative tool aiming to 
regulate collective diversity for cohesion and nation-state purposes’ (2007: 6).99 
Cosmopolitanism instead, Bayat affirms,  
overrides the “multiculturalist” paradigm. Because although multiculturalism 
calls for equal coexistence of different cultures within a national society, it is 
still preoccupied with cultural boundaries – an outlook that departs from a 
cosmopolitan lifeworld where intense interaction, mixing, and sharing tend to 
blur communal boundaries, generating hybrid and “impure” cultural practices 
(2006: 203). 
 
Even in places where there are hardly any opportunities for a first-hand contact with distinct 
cultural practices (like in some non-urban places where physical proximity between 
members from different ethnic, religious, or cultural communities is scarce), ‘cultural purity 
                                                        
99 Zygmunt Bauman also points out that multiculturalism has become the canon of ‘political correctness’; 
‘an axiom that no longer needs to be spelled out […] the cornerstone of doxa: not a knowledge itself, but the 
unthought, tacit assumption of all leading-to-knowledge thinking’ (2001: 124; original emphasis).       
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is an oxymoron. The odds are that, culturally speaking, you already live a cosmopolitan life, 
enriched by literature, art, and film that come from many places, and that contains influences 
from many more’ (Appiah, 2006: 113). The idea of widespread transcultural interactions 
conveys an important epistemological inference for my project of asserting the potential 
role of individual cosmopolitan practices in contributing to the development of place-
making; namely, that cultures are not seen as different but rather as interrelated. 
Cosmopolitanism could, therefore, support place-making in its practice of stimulating 
progressive socio-spatial transformation in relation to various subjectivities, themselves 
already culturally interconnected (and possibly interdependent) in some capacity. With 
these thoughts in mind, I now report on the practice-based research Borderland (2013).  
 
Borderland was developed as part of an artist residency in the north of Germany, 
approximately 30km away from the Polish border.100 The project consists of a fieldwork 
period of research in German-Polish border towns, and a subsequent public presentation 
and discussion of a proposal for three separate socio-cultural interventions, which have not 
been realised due to lack of institutional support. Despite the work’s interruption and 
possible inconclusiveness, I find it relevant to include here because it illustrates well, 
through its initial phase of information-gathering and creative devising, how 
cosmopolitanism can assist practitioners of place-making in determining transcultural 
approaches to art-making. Borderland – a collaboration between the Romanian theatre 
director Ioana Paun, the Polish visual artist Karolina Kazmierska, and myself – was born of 
the wish to instigate alternative channels of communication within and between 
neighbouring communities in the northern German-Polish border towns. For EU citizens, 
crossing the border between Germany and Poland is (like any other crossing within the 
                                                        
100 The project was developed as part of PAIR – Performing Arts in Residence, a residency program hosted 
and curated by the arts centre Schloss Bröllin. Please see the Artistic Portfolio for the visual documentation 
of this project.  
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Schengen Area) an unmemorable and easily unnoticed experience – an absence resulting 
from an almost imperceptible physical transition between two adjacent countries.101 In the 
case of most former East German border towns, however, we find another sort of void: 
empty houses, empty sidewalks, few open shops, many of which advertise services both in 
German and Polish, reflecting the regional policies’ attempts at stimulating business across 
both nation-states. In contrast to these though, the Polish side of the border comprises 
dynamic middle-size towns. Our almost three-week fieldwork in the area presented us with 
a socio-culturally decrepit scenario: adding to the recent post-war forced expulsion of 
German citizens from the territories annexed by Poland, which created evident hostility 
between neighbours, there is still a visible lack of socio-cultural services and activities that 
effectively address the ongoing animosity and the sense of desolation felt in the small 
German towns. Moreover, this particular German region, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, had 
at the time the highest number of right-wing voters and has been, for the past years, a 
growing populist stronghold. 
 
 
Borderland (2013) Documentation of Löcknitz, Germany (left) and Gryfino, Poland (right) 
 
                                                        
101 The German-Polish border has moved a number of times: first eastwards and then towards the west after 
Poland regained independence following WWI. After the German reunification the actual border was tightly 
surveilled as it became EU’s eastern border; the controls were then relaxed once Poland joined the EU in 
2004. 
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We have witnessed, despite frequent mobility across the border (mainly Polish commuting 
for better paid work in Germany, and Germans acquiring cheaper products in Poland), that 
socio-cultural relations between Germans and Polish are often charged with suspicion and 
prejudice; as one German person we spoke to commented: ‘There are three kinds of Polish 
migrants here: one of them is the lonely mother with four children who moves to Germany 
because of the social benefits’. We found few positive examples of Polish living and feeling 
at home on the German side of the border; one such person stated: ‘We wanted to move to 
Germany since a long time, and we finally did it when I got a better paid job. But soon we 
want to move more towards the West, maybe Munich’. In encountering such a derelict social 
environment, and based on our empirical research, which included many excursions across 
the border both by car and train, visits to shops and cafés in different towns in both countries, 
and conversations that we were able to initiate in these locations – in English and in Polish 
– we decided to devise a set of interventions that could gradually stimulate ‘transcultural 
friendships’ – to juxtapose the political and socioeconomic spatial divisions with a sense of 
place, and shared co-belonging. Our intention was to encourage questioning about socio-
cultural constraints which partially result from overlooked differences and similarities, and 
to foster new transcultural ties. What kind of socio-cultural activities can enable and support 
critical cosmopolitan experiences? And, how can art-making contribute to the development 
of an inclusive spatiality, which is receptive to different socio-cultural (and linguistic) 
positions? In attempting to find ways of addressing these research questions, we conceived 
and proposed three public actions titled Posters, Tower, and Mobile Container, which I 
briefly describe.  
 
Posters, the first intervention, consists of the distribution of bilingual postcards (in German 
and Polish) to the inhabitants of a German border town, with an introduction to the project 
and an invitation to write one question, which would then become a poster to be publicly 
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displayed across the town. Our aim was to mediate the visual and textual communication, 
by repeating twice the distribution and collection of postcards. Thus, after having affixed 
the first posters, more postcards would be distributed so that participants could have the 
chance to respond to the posters’ questions with new questions; and, in this way, to promote 
a written form of dialogue among the town’s inhabitants. The second intervention, Tower, 
was to be a festivity in a public location; an opportunity to come together and, amidst music 
and food, to discuss personally, to engage in a direct form of communication. This social 
gathering would be activated by a large sculptural structure made of small-size squared 
boxes that would serve as platform for visitors to climb up and reach some of the food 
hanging from above; once disassembled, the boxes could be used as seats and tables. This 
multifunctional object would then progressively change shape according to the dynamics 
and constellations of the participant’s dialogical exchanges. Finally, and based on the topics 
that the first two actions would raise, our idea was to put together a Mobile Container; an 
ambulatory info-container that would travel to different border towns and host consulting 
meetings between inhabitants and experts in different socio-cultural fields, as well as to 
function as an itinerant distributor of information (about cultural activities and socio-
cultural services offered) between the different communities. As we were not able to pursue 
these ideas, and face the challenges of materialising them, many questions went 
unanswered; for example, whether or not to replicate the same interventions on both sides 
of the border (our plan was to implement all three in Löcknitz, Germany, and then assess 
how to progress), or even if the fostered interaction between inhabitants of the same town 
would open up enough space for further transcultural dialogue. Nonetheless, these 
questions, alongside the interventions succinctly outlined, can hopefully serve as a practical 
springboard for my analysis of the potential contribution of cosmopolitanism for the model 
of place-making and its implications for a pluralistic spatiality.   
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Critical theory of cosmopolitanism can attain different contours depending on the 
disciplinary views it adopts, and the aspects of the social world it focusses on; additionally, 
it implies a certain understanding of social reality.102 According to Delanty (2009), there are 
four dimensions of the social (of how social interactions might develop), which are 
important for a normative perspective of cosmopolitanism and its imagination: cultural 
difference and pluralisation (recognition of multicultural coexistence); a context of global-
local forces (which bear various specific outcomes); the negotiation of borders (whilst some 
are eliminated new ones are created), and a post-national conception of political community 
associated to global ethics. The interrelatedness of these different processes highlights the 
need to situate cosmopolitan experiences and practices. In other words, the perceived sense 
of openness towards difference that the cosmopolitan imagination alludes to has to be 
grounded in the very specific positions and relations that generate it. Moreover, the 
imperative of locating experiences of cosmopolitanism is also in line with the caveat raised 
by Yuval-Davis et al.; specifically, that in order to avoid the inclusiveness of 
cosmopolitanism to be appropriated by a certain group’s exclusionary interests, its 
considerations have to be:  
contextualised and situated articulating intersected positions in terms of class, 
ethnicity, gender and so on. Otherwise, they would, even if not intentionally, 
recognise and legitimise only majoritarian discourse, which is usually West-
centric, heterosexist and middle class in nature, and would render invisible the 
standpoint and interest of excluded minorities (2007: 5).  
 
If situating cosmopolitanism requires contextualising the interactions between specific 
subject positions then, it might also require addressing potential conflicting principles and 
values. Indeed, as Appiah claims, ‘there are some values that are, and should be, universal, 
just as there are lots of values that are, and must be, local. We can’t hope to reach a final 
consensus on how to rank and order such values’ (2006: xix). So, if a cosmopolitan attitude 
means feeling drawn towards difference, and interested in engaging in conversation with 
                                                        
102 For a thorough account of different studies and views of cosmopolitanism (including moral, political-
legal, and cultural), see Angela Taraborrelli’s (2015) contribution.  
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others, it also means being open to the possibility of disagreement that is intrinsic to 
dialogue. This is alike Appiah’s argument about the language of values: ‘Cosmopolitans 
suppose that all cultures have enough overlap in their vocabulary of values to begin a 
conversation. But they don’t suppose, like some universalists, that we could all come to 
agreement if only we had the same vocabulary’ (2006: 57). In this respect, and in order to 
test our first proposal Posters, we invited everyone at the residency to write on postcards 
which we distributed a question that they would like to discuss. The following day, we 
organised a public event to address the different questions written on the postcards.103 Our 
idea was to create a space for dialogue among people of different socio-economic and 
cultural backgrounds who shared the common space-time frame of the residency but not 
necessarily the same needs or intentions regarding the usage of space, for example. 
Unsurprisingly, there were divergent responses to the diverse topics raised: some artists had 
logistical preoccupations with the materialisation of their artworks, others were interested 
in discussing more general approaches to the management and funding of artistic projects, 
and there were those who wanted to express their contentment or their dissatisfaction about 
the structural organisation of the residency. Importantly, this public exchange was an 
opportunity for every participant (including ourselves) to recognise the extent of differing 
values implicit in each question or opinion conveyed – a conscious opening of the process 
of critical cosmopolitanism. In this way, we confirmed that acknowledging the inexorability 
of divergent values is a productive place from which to initiate transcultural communication 
and exchange. Integrating conflicting values becomes a question of respecting different 
values – not a less challenging one, but certainly one which offers the possibility of choosing 
a position from which an almost absent expectation of major identification, agreement, or 
even understanding is not felt as an obstacle to acknowledging potential overlaps of interests 
and values, rather an invitation to cosmopolitan curiosity.  
                                                        
103 The discussion was recorded and we used excerpts of the audio-visual material in the video presentation 
of our proposal Posters, Tower, and Mobile Container, illustrated in the Artistic Portfolio. 
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For Germans living in Löcknitz for example, there is an apparent juxtaposition of exclusive 
communities’ practices (based on family ties, nationality, language, socio-economic status, 
and so on) with persistent opportunities for interacting with the culture and communities of 
Polish people living and working in the area. A critical cosmopolitan position in Löcknitz 
could involve then a combination of introverted community practices with relations beyond 
established communitarian and cultural confinements. This is in accordance with Bayat’s 
suggestion of a post-communalist or a critical communalist perspective; based on the 
historical relations between communities of Copts and Muslims in Cairo, Bayat asserts that: 
‘This simultaneity of exclusive communal identity and inclusive inter-communal 
connectedness [produces] a critical identity that unites a collective sense of ethno-religious 
self with cosmopolitan experience of lifeworld’ (2006: 223). Thus, adopting a post-
communalist viewpoint implies taking into account not only the everyday movements 
between differently circumscribed collective identities, but also the materialisation of such 
trans-communitarian exchanges; in this respect, I propose that practices of place-making 
critically explore the kind of ongoing socio-cultural mobility to which Bayat calls ‘everyday 
cosmopolitanism’:  
the idea and practice of transcending self – at the various levels of individual, 
family, tribe, religion, ethnicity, community, and nation – to associate with 
agonistic others in everyday life. It describes the ways in which the ordinary 
members of different ethno-religious and cultural groups mix, mingle, intensely 
interact, and share in values and practices – in the cultures of food, fashion, 
language, and symbols; in history and memory (2006: 204).104 
 
Importantly, through the practice of everyday cosmopolitanism, direct interpersonal contact 
is the base upon which sharing and potential trust between people of different (socio-
cultural, ethnic, religious) communities can develop. In my view, such exchanges can also 
                                                        
104 Cultural theorist Mica Nava proposes to look at cosmopolitanism’s visceral experiences of belonging, 
and to consider it ‘as a structure of feeling: as an empathetic and inclusive set of identifications; to focus on 
its vernacular, everyday, domestic expressions’ (original emphasis; 2007: 3).  
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activate pluralistic approaches to the construction of place because they tacitly encourage a 
transcultural sense of belonging. 
 
My suggestion is that the variety and contingency of exchanges involved in everyday 
cosmopolitanism could serve as navigational tool for the exploration of transcultural modes 
of art-making. For instance, if the mediated communication involved in the action Posters 
was meant to raise a cosmopolitan awareness in Löcknitz – an initial step in the process of 
critical transcultural interaction – our second intervention, Tower, intended to open up a 
space for transcultural affirmation, a temporary site for deliberate cosmopolitan practices. 
As we could observe, most German and Polish people in the region were already sharing 
food, music, games, and a number of other lifestyle aspects and habits due to their physical 
(and cultural) proximity; supermarkets, radio stations, parks, riverbank promenades, and 
petrol stations, for example, were accessible spaces of ongoing cultural convergence. What 
seemed to be segregated however were the joint practices to which such transcultural 
customs allude: there were ‘pierogi’ (popular Polish dumplings) for dinner at one German 
family house we visited, yet no one in that household of four people was familiar with their 
Polish neighbours. In this regard, our proposal Tower envisaged offering a hospitable 
outdoor public space for a conscious gathering of diverse transcultural habits; in other 
words, to make visible the ways ‘members of different ethno-religious and cultural groups 
mix, mingle, intensely interact, and share in values and practices – in the cultures of food, 
fashion, language, and symbols; in history and memory’ (Bayat; 2006: 204). In encouraging 
an intentional coming together of ongoing transcultural activities, the intervention Tower 
aimed to activate cosmopolitan curiosity – the wish to learn more about each other, to find 
further points of contact, to discover new common practices – and thus, to prompt an 
inclusive sense of belonging. In spite of the potential of such an approach to art-making to 
foster transcultural relations, it is crucial to shed light on the kind of spatiality created by 
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individual cosmopolitan practices, and to identify the ways it could support practices of 
place-making in developing transcultural modes of art-making.  
 
Through the transcultural exchanges of everyday cosmopolitanism, socio-spatial relations 
between individuals (and among different groups) acquire a multifaceted and thus a more 
intricate spatiality. For Bayat, the ‘dialectic of both inner-communal identity, on the one 
hand, and the real day-to-day cooperation with people outside, on the other, generates a 
more complex intercommunal dynamic than simply harmony or conflict’ (2006: 205). 
Intercommunal dynamics seem to be then useful markers for recognising and establishing 
an inclusive sense of belonging through transcultural approaches to art-making. That is, 
‘us/them’ distinctions based on lived experience are no longer easily simplified and 
indiscriminate; as they become more specific and selective, these processes of 
differentiation reduce the possibilities for the development of excessive sectarianism and 
ongoing collective conflict (Bayat, 2006). This individual cosmopolitan attitude however 
might carry its own limitations, particularly if compared with the potential political impact 
of collectively organised approaches. This is consistent with Yuval-Davis et al.’s point 
about the importance of differentiating individual cosmopolitan habits from joint 
cosmopolitan strategies; the authors’ concern is that the cosmopolitan promise of 
assimilating disagreement might end up assisting ‘a multi-dimensional dynamic (capitalist) 
culture’ (2007: 6), which is mainly interested in controlling processes of (consumerist) 
multicultural assimilation. Therefore, my development of the theoretical framework of 
place-making requires determining the characteristics of the multifaceted spatiality involved 
in individual cosmopolitan practices which might challenge both hegemonic communal 
constructs (and their exclusive and inward-looking socio-spatial relations), and capitalist 
processes of multicultural absorption.  
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In order to attest to the potential pertinence of the contribution of individual cosmopolitan 
practices to a pluralistic spatiality, it is necessary to situate the socio-spatial relations 
generated by individual gestures of association (both of alignment and non-alignment) – the 
movements involved in transcultural dialogues, and friendships. For this, I return to a claim 
I made in the previous chapter concerning the role of place-making in supporting practices 
of cultural resistance; specifically, that simultaneous participation in multiple communities 
is key to enable an inclusive spatiality through cultural and socio-political processes of 
alliance-making. In this chapter’s context though, I elaborate on my claim according to this 
section’s focus on an individual cosmopolitan practice of engagement with others 
(individuals or organisations). As such, I argue that simultaneous participation in both local 
and transnational communities (through access to communication technologies) can create 
a productive unbounded spatiality for place-making; in other words, individual 
cosmopolitan practices can offer, in their multiplicity, a fluid and mobile spatiality to place-
making – an ongoing intersection of specific translocal connections (between people who 
take part in different communities) which might help sustaining an inclusive sense of place 
and belonging.  
 
Considering the cultural and socio-spatial mobility involved in individual cosmopolitan 
practices raises, in turn, the issue of the kind of intercommunal dynamics which might allow 
for interrelations between multiple spatial scales, and translocal connections. According to 
Delanty, cosmopolitan (or communicative) communities ‘are produced in the mixing of the 
local and global, the chief characteristic of which is a form of community that is not limited 
by space or time’ (2010: 119); as such, they epitomise ‘the most’ post-traditional version of 
community. For Delanty, there are three main types of such ‘cosmopolitan communication 
communities’; namely, world (seeking to achieve global influence of a universal kind), 
transnational (locally rooted, but mostly operating through global interconnections as a way 
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of attaining their goals), and virtual (mainly maintained through structures of cyberspace 
communication). With sparsely distributed connections, none of these three kinds of 
community is fixed to a specific physical territory; the underpinning mobility of this 
unrestricted spatiality is crucial for my conception of spatial transformation with respect to 
the potential of individual cosmopolitan practices to guide transcultural modes of art-
making. However, the transnational format of community which could serve the model of 
place-making is one whose interconnections are initiated locally, amongst members of 
different but nearby communities. That is to say, the practice of place-making intends to 
promote a translocal version of intercommunal relationships between members of different 
communities; specifically, relationships built upon a sense of locality, of place and shared 
belonging. And, while not limited to any particular spatiality (individuals could maintain 
connections with other dispersedly located individuals/groups), these are relationships 
which operate and communicate both locally and transnationally and, therefore, allow for a 
multi-located sense of belonging. As such, and although comparable to Delanty’s 
transnational community mentioned above (particularly productive regarding its openness 
towards migratory and diasporic movements), Delanty’s account alone does not suffice as 
a category to situate the translocal spatiality of individual cosmopolitan practices in a way 
that is favourable to the model of place-making. 
 
To determine how translocal relationships might spark and sustain an inclusive sense of 
place and belonging (in turn, productively complementing transnational interconnections), 
I return to human geography, this time to the work of Katherine Brickell & Ayona Datta 
(2011). Brickell & Datta’s main argument is that it is necessary to analyse translocality 
(local-local relations) outside the spaces and scales of transnationalism and to consider 
‘translocal geographies as a simultaneous situatedness across different locales which 
provide ways of understanding the overlapping place-time(s) in migrants’ everyday lives 
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[…] as “groundedness” during movement, including those everyday movements that are not 
necessarily transnational’ (2011: 4). This assertion is relevant to the theory of place-making 
because through such a perspective (where national borders do not magically disappear yet 
translocal relations are not entirely demarcated by them), the local is not understood as a 
mere response (or reaction) to global forces, themselves seen as blurring national spaces. 
Instead, the local is perceived, following Brickell & Datta as ‘situated within a network of 
spaces, places and scales where identities are negotiated and transformed’ (2011: 5); this 
‘multiscalar approach to translocality’ emphasises the ‘material, embodied, and corporeal 
qualities of the local – the places where situatedness is experienced’ (2011: 6). In this sense, 
and as regards the project Borderland, a translocal perspective of the socio-cultural 
interactions between Germans and Polish in a German border town like Löcknitz entails 
taking into account people’s individual experiences of Löcknitz in connection with, for 
example, Gryfino (a mid-size Polish border town which is a common shopping destination 
for many Germans in the area). Both groups travel frequently across the border and so their 
experiences of Löcknitz are not exclusively defined by national borders, but rather by a 
‘situatedness’ which is experienced across different places and scales. People’s particular 
experiences of mobility (national or transnational), will condition the meanings they 
attribute to a certain place, their embodied sense of place. For Brickell & Datta, looking at 
how different ‘locales’ mean, for numerous migrants (and other displaced people), different 
ways of relating and various bodily experiences highlights, in turn, the ways in which places 
can be transformed, both symbolically and materially. Furthermore, ‘localising’ individual 
experiences of place also emphasises the import of subjectivity in (re-)shaping accounts of 
place and the socio-cultural relations implicated in them. Here, again, the significance of 
transcultural dialogue, of communicating and exchanging personal spatial narratives, 
becomes apparent; the experiences and stories of movement across various places within 
and beyond national borders (always conditioned by gender, class, religion, ethnicity, age, 
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and so forth) link different territories, and thus can assist in unsettling hegemonic social, 
cultural, and territorial configurations. Indeed, the socio-cultural gathering of Tower aimed 
at facilitating transcultural dialogue between the different groups, and stimulating the 
informal exchange of spatial experiences and subjective accounts of mobility. And, the 
subsequent proposal Mobile Container intended to blur hegemonic socio-cultural 
distinctions between German and Polish communities, and open up an alternative (and 
mobile) channel of communication between them, by enabling the transportation (and 
transformation) of information across the border(s). Therefore, and based on the practical 
investigation involved in this project’s exercise of adopting critical cosmopolitanism for the 
conceptualisation of socio-cultural interventions, I suggest that practices of place-making 
engage in the development of transcultural modes of art-making by both considering 
ongoing translocal connections and creating further opportunities for transcultural dialogue. 
In other words, a cosmopolitan approach to place-making entails understanding 
translocality as a mobile arrangement of diverse (and dispersed) sites of situated experiences 
of place which significantly shape the development of individual cosmopolitan practices 
and their potential for transforming place symbolically and materially.  
 
If a translocal approach is key to critically engage with individual cosmopolitan practices 
through transcultural modes of art-making, then the same could be said with regard to the 
question of how these cosmopolitan practices might engender counter-hegemonic alliances. 
Specifically, to consider the ways in which multiple individual interconnections between 
different groups might challenge hegemonic forces on a global scale. As stated by social 
and legal theorist Boaventura de Sousa Santos (2006), what grants globalisation (the 
increase of transnational interactions of the last decades) its hegemonic characteristics is a 
‘basic consensus’ between its leading members; an agreement about the neoliberal 
economy, the weak state, liberal democracy, and the rule of law and the judicial apparatus. 
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For de Sousa Santos, ‘the dominant characteristics of globalization are the characteristics 
of the dominant or hegemonic globalization. Therefore, a crucial distinction must be made 
between hegemonic globalization and counter-hegemonic globalization’ (2006: 395). 
According to my conception of place-making, counter-hegemonic globalisation refers to the 
potential of individual cosmopolitan practices to generate translocal alliances through 
transcultural friendships which, in the case of border towns such as Löcknitz, could 
challenge dominant social divisions between the different communities. de Sousa Santos’ 
position moreover, refutes the simplistic (and biased) idea that globalisation is a 
standardised and irretrievable phenomenon, replacing it with the perception of global 
processes and effects as outcome of situated political decisions; consequently, it also 
exposes the various and often contradictory global processes taking place under the rubric 
of globalisation, thus inviting the consideration of a plural form, like globalisations. As 
such, following de Sousa Santos, globalisation is  
a set of unequal exchanges in which a certain artefact, condition, entity or local 
identity extends its influence beyond its local or national borders and, in so 
doing, develops an ability to designate as local another rival artefact, condition, 
entity or identity (2006: 396).105  
 
This description brings about significant repercussions for a translocal geography of artistic 
practices of place-making; specifically, it attests to the possibility of cosmopolitan 
interconnections to spread their influence beyond their local, regional or national borders. 
Such translocal form of socio-cultural interaction and potential transformation is akin to 
what de Sousa Santos terms ‘insurgent cosmopolitanism’ – resistance organised ‘through 
local/global linkages between social organizations and movements representing those 
classes and social groups victimized by hegemonic globalization and united in concrete 
struggles against exclusion, subordinate inclusion, destruction of livelihoods and ecological 
destruction, political oppression, or cultural suppression, etc.’ (2006: 397). Local/global 
                                                        
105 For Arjun Appadurai, localities ‘are temporary negotiations between various globally circulating forms. 
They are not subordinate instances of the global, but in fact the main evidence of its reality’ (2013: 69).  
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alliances (which I equate with local-local alliances beyond national borders), will 
necessarily gather multiple individual experiences and expressions of processes of 
domination/exclusion (based on nationality, gender, religion, race, ethnicity, and so on). For 
example, the experiences of occupation associated with the movements of the German-
Polish border until 1945 (date when the former German territories of Pomerania and Silesia 
were lost to Poland), have considerably affected both German and Polish communities. 
Therefore, like globalisation, insurgent cosmopolitanism is not a homogeneous and stable 
association of struggles; yet, according to de Sousa Santos, it privileges equality as much as 
it recognises difference – a critical combination of features which results, I suggest, from 
numerous (and diverse) interpersonal relationships developed through transcultural 
dialogue and friendship. Privileging equality together with recognising difference allows, 
as de Sousa Santos contends, for ‘a global emergence resulting from the fusion of local, 
progressive struggles with the aim of maximizing their emancipatory potential in loco 
(however defined) through translocal/local linkages’ (2006: 398; original emphasis). What 
also becomes apparent with insurgent cosmopolitanism I want to assert, is the potentially 
prominent role of ethics and affects in supporting individual cosmopolitan practices and in 
sustaining translocal interconnections; what Leela Gandhi calls ‘an “affective 
cosmopolitanism”, the ethico-political practice of a desiring self inexorably drawn toward 
difference’ (2006: 17). Hence, it is vital to examine the possible implications of ethics for 
the model of place-making; specifically, I propose, to consider the insights into questions 
of belonging provided by feminist ethics, and their potential contribution to an inclusive 






Translocal responsibility: a cosmopolitan approach to care ethics  
 
Based on the translocal geography of individual cosmopolitan practices already outlined, I 
now address how feminist ethics might contribute to the transformation of place by offering 
critical perspectives on belonging in relation to questions of responsibility and care. This is 
important, I argue, to then identify (in the following section) how the model of place-making 
could positively respond to a globalised condition of socio-spatial interdependency. My 
entryway to issues of translocal responsibility and care is made through the analysis of 
Cecilia Parsberg’s artistic practice, specifically three artworks she created during her travels 
to Occupied Palestine in the early 2000s. 
 
What follows is a description of some of the works by Swedish visual artist Cecilia Parsberg, 
which I present as an illustration of critical features of a cosmopolitan approach to the 
practice of place-making – an embodied, feminist commitment to cosmopolitanism 
expressed through the means of art-making. From Parsberg’s extensive artistic practice 
(which includes works on slavery and colonialism produced in Soweto, South Africa, and 
projects on homelessness, migration, and solidarity developed in Sweden), I choose to 
consider two of Parsberg’s video works I can see the house, To Rachel (2003), and A Heart 
from Jenin (2006), and the documentation project Networking on the Wall (2006), all of 
them created in relation to Parsberg’s experiences in Occupied Palestine. The former is a 
combination of two video pieces: I can see the house (2 minutes) and To Rachel (20 
minutes);106 the first of which depicts Parsberg’s subjective commentary recorded soon after 
the death of US activist Rachel Corrie who volunteered in Rafah (Gaza strip) with the 
International Solidarity Movement, and was run over by a bulldozer whilst trying to prevent 
a house demolition. It serves to contextualise Parsberg’s personal involvement with the 
                                                        
106 I can see the house, To Rachel (2003) can be seen here: https://vimeo.com/93608273 More information 
about this work can also be found here: http://ceciliaparsberg.se/i-can-see-the-house-to-rachel/  
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topic and place (Parsberg and Corrie shared the same bedroom in Rafah for a few nights); 
and, crucially, to situate and validate the merging of her different yet interrelated positions 
as witness, artist, researcher, activist, and ally. The second part of the video (created in 
collaboration with Erik Pauser) gives an account of everyday life in Rafah during the days 
that followed the event; it includes domestic scenes, which are constantly being interrupted 
in their mundanity by the sound of shelling and the sight of tanks. Based on 
conversations/interviews with Palestinian residents and international activists, Parsberg 
deconstructs the international mainstream media narrative, which portrayed the incident as 
an accident caused by Corrie’s negligence (as did CNN and BBC); and provides instead an 
account of the processes of house demolition which give inhabitants a 15-minute evacuation 
warning before bulldozers, backed up by tanks, start the destruction. The video ends with 
the list of names and ages of the 48 people that died in Rafah during March 2003 alone. For 
art theorist Marsha Meskimmon, Parsberg’s video piece ‘makes clear that, in a world 
simultaneously defined by the concept of the nation-state and yet over-run by global 
corporate and political interests, such sites of politicised dwelling are everyone’s concern – 
these homes seek a global ethical response’ (2011: 4-5); a position which for Parsberg bears 
the question: ‘how we connect ourselves here with what is happening there’ (2003)? In a 
way, Parsberg answers her own question, stating that 
eight projects in Palestine and Israel have shaped my view of art and its meaning. 
We tell our stories because we want to tell them, because the situation, rather 
than our position, demands it […] I ended up with a series of works that declared 
the social and political context in which they were created (no date). 
 
I would like to claim that by combining her positions of (foreign) artist, researcher, witness, 
mediator, and activist with a cosmopolitan sense of responsibility, Parsberg productively 
articulates the crucial role of the (feminist) ally; the ally who occupies a position from which 
ethical relations of insurgent cosmopolitanism (de Sousa Santos, 2006) are possible – an 
argument which I develop later. 
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The 45-minute video A Heart from Jenin (2006) comprises a further visual and conceptual 
layer: to the activist documentary style approach (again articulated through 
conversations/interviews and domestic scenes of everyday life), Parsberg adds an explicit 
artistic tone by employing a soundtrack and animating specific clips.107 The video portrays 
the story of a 12 year-old Palestinian boy who was shot dead by an Israeli sniper (one of the 
two shots hit his head), outside his home in Jenin’s refugee camp in 2005. Mainly told by 
his mother, the story of Ahmed turns into the story of Samah, the 12 year-old Arab Israeli 
girl who received Ahmed’s heart, after his parents donated six of his organs to the Israeli 
hospital in Haifa where Ahmed was taken. The video also depicts Samah’s environment, 
her family, her friendly relationship with Ahmed’s parents (they seem to call each other 
regularly); significantly, it also shows Samah watching the footage of Parsberg’s 
conversation/interview with Ahmed’s mother in Jenin. The decision of including this 
particular scene in the final piece brings about, I propose, critical ethical-political 
implications in relation to questions of ethical accountability – after all, even with her 
exceptionally close insight into the situation in Occupied Palestine, Parsberg is a Western 
outsider collecting audio-visual material for her art projects. In my view however, the scene 
importantly creates a mediated encounter between Samah and Ahmed (through his mother’s 
narration), which can be seen as a dialogue between two people in opposite sides of the 
argument, the wall, or the war. Furthermore, the scene crucially stands for an invitation to 
the audience/distant observer to take an empathic perspective, one which reflects back 
Samah’s position, no longer a passive recipient of a heart, uninformed and unaccountable 
for what is going on the other side of the wall, in Jenin. Contact, and through it, the 
communication and sharing of information can help stimulating, as identified in the 
previous chapter, a sense of responsibility. Also worth mentioning is that Jenin’s refugee 
camp (where The Freedom Theatre is located) has recurrently been a main target for IDF 
                                                        
107 A Heart from Jenin (2006) can be seen here: https://vimeo.com/93415169  
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repression. In April 2002 it was almost entirely destroyed and no journalists or UN officials 
were allowed access during the siege; according to curator Jan-Erik Lundström, ‘Parsberg 
was able to enter Jenin in the early aftermath of the invasion, managing one of the few 
documentations of its kind of the extent of the destruction of Jenin’ (2006).108 The many 
pictures she took back then (accessible online, together with texts and recordings, all part 
of an archive that documents the siege’s aftermath), along with a 30-minute version of the 
video, a map (of the borders, built wall and wall under construction), and a printed 
reproduction of the heart’s drawing, make up the installation format of A Heart from Jenin 
(2006).109 In my view, Parsberg’s multimedia work clearly expresses a preoccupation with 
offering a manifold perspective of the destruction caused by the conflict in Occupied 
Palestine. Additionally, and of critical import to my thesis, Parsberg’s work exemplifies 
how the cosmopolitan intention of expanding previous socio-cultural borders (through art-
making) carries with it the responsibility for the transcultural exchanges activated, and for 
making visible the artist’s position/role in them; it thus demonstrates, I suggest, the 
operations involved in creating a reflexive account of place through a cosmopolitan 
approach to the practice of place-making.   
 
Networking on the Wall (2006) is a documentation project comprising a series of 
photographs and interviews about the annexation wall that is being built on the Palestinian 
side of the green line, and which separates Israel from the occupied West Bank. Specifically, 
the project focuses on the graffiti, and other visual and textual marks, mainly done by 
internationals on the Palestinian side of the wall.110 The lack of a consistent aesthetic 
approach, and the fact that authorship does not seem to be of any relevance (most graffiti is 
                                                        
108 Text published in Parsberg’s website; see: http://ceciliaparsberg.se/a-heart-from/  
109 Documentation about the installation can be found here: http://ceciliaparsberg.se/a-heart-from/ And 
Parsberg’s online archive of images, texts and recordings documenting Jenin’s refugee camp at the end of 
April 2002 can be accessed here: http://ceciliaparsberg.se/jenin/index2.html  
110 Information about the project can be accessed here: http://ceciliaparsberg.se/networking-on-the-wall/   
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not signed) suggests, according to Parsberg, a practice of ‘network as resistance’. Moreover, 
writes Parsberg, 
Many of the paintings show openings in the wall: doors, windows, sky; they 
“dissolve the wall” and could, in a way, be read as metaphors for 
communication, for the Internet and the digital boxes that transmit all the 
channels in the world. (Digital television is more common in Palestinian homes 
than in Swedish). It is not the aesthetic expression that is the mutual 
denominator, it is the message (2006).  
 
Network as resistance could, I propose, be seen as an effect of individual cosmopolitan 
practices; as the result of many individuals making use of their privileged access to mobility 
(as Parsberg does) to engage in transcultural exchanges, translocally. Based on her own 
experience of traveling along the wall, and on several interviews with Palestinian artists and 
cultural workers, Parsberg explores the significance of this international and collective, 
albeit physically dispersed, approach to art-making and activism. Thus, it is worth noting 
that Banksy, a well-known London-based graffiti artist has worked on several locations 
along the wall; and although unsigned, the work has quickly been attributed to him 
(Parsberg, 2006). So, on the one hand, the vastness of the wall can be seen to offer a space 
for unrestrained artistic and socio-political exchange beyond the wall, and the limitations 
imposed by the occupation. On the other, however, it raises important questions concerning 
the disadvantages of such international popularisation, specifically regarding the political 
normalisation of an internationally unlawful 8-meter high and over 700 km long wall. This 
is apparent in one of Parsberg’s interviews, which I include at more length:   
As head of the Sakakini Cultural Centre [a Palestinian NGO based in Ramallah] 
and active curator for artists on an international art arena, [Faten Farhat] receives 
piles of suggestions from art institutions and artists for art projects on the wall. 
Most she rejects. One of the most spectacular suggestions came from a clothes 
designer in New York, who wanted to put on a fashion show at the wall, together 
with top models. She smiles sadly and says that many don’t even try to imagine 
how the wall affects the Palestinians. Would Palestinians go to the wall that 
prevents them going to work, the wall that separates families, to watch a fashion 
show with the latest fashion from New York? She is not against the fact that art 
is made on the wall, but she thinks that the projects have to derive from an ethical 
perspective. She thinks there is a risk that the wall becomes institutionalized, 
that it will be accepted as something that will stay forever (Parsberg, 2006).  
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In order to avoid the drawbacks of neoliberal appropriation and prevent the reproduction of 
mechanisms of colonial exploitation, a key aspect of a cosmopolitan approach to place-
making is then to situate the artist’s commitment to ethics. In other words,  I propose that 
in practice place-making involves ethical reflexiveness towards empathic translocal 
exchanges; it entails enacting feminist ethical principles, that is, to critically identify one’s 
position as artist, to situate difference (and its intersectionality), regarding the multiple ways 
in which gender, race, religion, disability, ethnicity and so forth, variously affect 
subjectivities and, finally, to assert one’s role as an ally against all forms of oppression.111  
 
A cosmopolitan approach to the practice of place-making implies therefore pursuing a 
situated dialogue with ethics and identity. For Marsha Meskimmon (2011), such an 
embodied way of looking at cosmopolitanism follows a feminist preoccupation with ethics 
regarding the formation of discourses on globalisation. In her study of contemporary art and 
cosmopolitanism, Meskimmon argues for a ‘cosmopolitan imagination, an aesthetic of 
openness that acknowledges its place within the world and is responsible for it. [This] is key 
to engendering a global sense of ethical and political responsibility at the level of the 
subject’ (2011: 7). Like Appiah (2006), Meskimmon insists on the significance of 
imagination as productive means for opening towards others (instead of suppressing 
difference through assimilation); thus claiming art’s favourable position to elicit life’s 
contingency by interconnecting material conditions with conceptual possibilities. 
Accordingly, Meskimmon contends,  
Imagining ourselves at home in the world, where our homes are not fixed objects 
but processes of material and conceptual engagement with other people and 
different places, is the first step toward becoming cosmopolitan […] In its 
affectivity, [art] runs counter to those forces that would isolate us in our 
singularity and foreclose generosity, intimacy and care – the very source of 
ethical agency (2011: 8). 
 
                                                        
111 In her work on gender and culture, feminist political theorist Anne Phillips (2010) importantly warns 
against discourses of gender/sex equality that fuel stereotypical dichotomies between Western and non-
Western values. 
	 204	
As I see it, Parsberg’s cited work makes this point clear as both her material and conceptual 
approaches visibly attempt to articulate affective response with a pressing sense of 
responsibility, as I explain.  
 
Parsberg’s artwork invites the viewer’s imagination to engage with different localities 
(Gaza, Jenin, Occupied Palestine) and their underlying, situated, spatial politics. In my view, 
the intent to stimulate such imaginative exercise bears a feminist preoccupation with ethical 
questions; that is, it implicitly asks the viewer to assume an ethical position, to acknowledge 
her position within a global world of interconnected places and to take responsibility for 
those interrelations. For instance, in I can see the house, To Rachel (2003), Parsberg 
juxtaposes the story of the death of a young international female activist with everyday life 
scenes of occupation in Rafah; by providing a situated account of the spatial politics 
surrounding Rachel Corrie’s death, Parsberg highlights the activist work of international 
solidarity whilst also raising the issue of international unaccountability in the face of 
persistent and widespread injustice (including Corrie’s uninvestigated death). Parsberg’s 
interweaving of positions, locations, and scales is a powerful reflection on the intricacy of 
spatial interconnectedness, and thus a persuasive invitation to consider possible ethical 
implications. Moreover, as Parsberg visibly acknowledges her role(s) in her account of the 
story (by indicating the context in which she gathered the piece’s material, as well as her 
motivation for producing the work – “I” can see the house), the piece not only provides an 
illustration of the practice of feminist ethics, it also demonstrates a critical standpoint on the 
importance of affects in determining questions of accountability/responsibility. As 
Meskimmon puts it, ‘if art is in any way effective in its cosmopolitan ethical address to the 
political conditions of globalisation, it is in mobilising and directing this dual sense of 
response-ability/responsibility’ (2011: 35-36). In this respect, by articulating affective 
responses with questions of responsibility for spatial relations, Parsberg’s cosmopolitan 
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artistic practice interconnects identity with ethics and, in so doing, enacts a kind of multi-
located subjectivity. A cosmopolitan practice thus becomes, in the words of Meskimmon, 
‘a form of plurilocal subjectivity, one that intertwines the local and the global in and through 
the everyday’ (2011: 18). The idea of plurilocal subjectivity as carrier of the ethical-political 
dimension of cosmopolitanism further stresses the significance of adopting a feminist 
ethical position from which to seek to activate the audience’s affective responses and thus 
embodied sense of spatial interconnection.112 
 
An embodied sense of socio-spatial interconnectedness can, in turn, engender a multi-
located sense of responsibility, which might uphold a feminist ethics of interaction. 
Therefore, I propose that practitioners working with place-making enact a multi-located 
form of subjectivity by critically and creatively expressing their responsibility for the places 
they co-create and help transform both materially and conceptually. This is also apparent in 
Parsberg’s A Heart from Jenin (2006), particularly when the audience is invited to connect 
with Samah’s position, with her perception of the story of Ahmed, the story of his/her heart. 
Witnessing the scene in which Samah attentively watches the footage of Parsberg’s 
interview with Ahmed’s mother triggers, I want to claim, a twofold process of subjective 
relocation and spatial interconnection. As a viewer, I am transported to the places of the 
stories of both Samah (in Peq’in, Israel), and Ahmed’s mother (in Jenin, Occupied 
Palestine); and, at the same time, I am called to inhabit Parsberg’s location – to assume a 
sense of responsibility for the interrelation of different, contrasting positions. Parsberg’s 
location, however, is one which calls into question my own position as viewer; it functions, 
I reiterate, as an invitation to adopt (even if only temporarily) a multi-located sense of 
                                                        
112 In Anna Hickey-Moody & Tara Page’s edited study of arts, pedagogy and cultural resistance, they 
suggest to look at affect as ‘the way in which art speaks and [to] the materiality of voice [as] part of the way 
art speaks. In this theoretical context, art has a politically effective capacity, the capability to rework a 
body’s limits, to reconfigure individual arrangements of structure/agency, augment that which a body is or is 
not able to understand, produce, and to which it might connect’ (2016: 11).  
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responsibility towards our global world of socio-spatial interconnections – an appeal, that 
is, to embody a feminist ethics of interaction.  
 
With the formation of a feminist ethics of interaction, alongside a multi-located form of 
subjective positioning, a cosmopolitan approach to place-making could acquire an 
additional dimension; namely, to evoke a sense of responsibility towards specific others – 
not only towards others’ causes and struggles (and the sites where these take place) but also 
towards others’ subjective and embodied dimensions. For Appiah, cosmopolitanism 
interweaves two main features: obligations to others (beyond kind and shared citizenship), 
and value of human life, both in general and in particular; as such, ‘there will be times when 
these two ideals – universal concern and respect for legitimate difference – clash. There’s a 
sense in which cosmopolitanism is the name not of the solution but of the challenge’ (2006: 
xiii). In the attempt at considering a possible articulation between principles of justice and 
ethical values, I draw on an important contribution to ideas of responsibility by feminist 
political theorist Iris Marion Young (2013). Young advances a ‘social connection model’ 
of responsibility as an alternative to responsibility predicated on a legal reasoning of linear 
causality (and liability) between individual action and its direct harmful effects (which on a 
cumulative basis produces structural injustice); notably, her model’s applicability is not 
confined to a group of people who share the same constitution, rather it insists that 
all those who contribute by their actions to structural processes with some unjust 
outcomes share responsibility for the injustice. This responsibility is not 
primarily backward-looking, as the attribution of guilt or fault is, but rather 
primarily forward-looking. Being responsible in relation to structural injustice 
means that one has an obligation to join with others who share that responsibility 
in order to transform the structural processes to make their outcomes less unjust 
(2013: 96). 
 
Young’s emphasis on collective action is, in my view, a call for alliance-making, for 
insurgent cosmopolitanism (de Sousa Santos, 2006); specifically, a call for shared 
responsibility – which does not presuppose a delimited territory of action or homogeneous 
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relations, but rather translocal and forward-looking relations in/with difference – a call for 
solidarity, simultaneously ‘an ideal, a promise, and an engagement’ (Young, 2013: 121). 
Aligning shared responsibility with a multi-located form of subjective positioning 
importantly offers, I propose, a potential path for practitioners of place-making to enact the 
spatiality of a cosmopolitan approach to translocal solidarity.   
 
With processes of structural injustice extending their negative impact beyond national 
borders, it is necessary to conceive of how strategies of solidarity can effectively deal with 
the global scope and dimension of inequality. That is the case of most transnational retailer-
consumer economic relations, cited by Young (2013); and, perhaps more relevant here, I 
want to mention, is the current pervasive situation of (neoliberal capitalist) processes of 
unequal allocation of resources of mobility. The latter, which employ the institution of 
borders as primary device for handling human mobility can equate, on a global scale, to 
transnational outsourcing of hegemonic sovereignty. This is the case, for example, of the 
recent relocation of EU borders to Turkey and Morocco (by means of huge sums of money 
given to countries which, despite their poor human rights credentials, are made ‘responsible’ 
for implementing EU interests and thus prevent migrants and refugees from reaching EU 
territory) which, in my view, functions as a political disguise for structural racial forms of 
socio-spatial inscription coupled with deprivation of the fundamental right to flee hardship 
and conflict.113 The transferable nature of such borders speaks of a rescaling of hegemonic 
spaces and relations which, consequently, needs to be met with a re-scaling of responsibility, 
of translocal solidarity and ethical accountability.   
 
                                                        
113 Philosopher and political theorist Achille Mbembe’s critique is pertinent here: ‘The theoretical and 
practical recognition of the body and flesh of “the stranger” as flesh and body just like mine, the idea of a 
common human nature, a humanity shared with others, long posed, and still poses, a problem for Western 
consciousness’ (2001: 2; original emphasis).  
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Elaborating on the spatiality of translocal solidarity (and ethical accountability) potentially 
involved in a cosmopolitan approach to place-making requires me to further consider how 
responsibility for socio-spatial justice could be articulated in relation to the affects 
developed in/through the transcultural exchanges activated by art-making. As part of 
Young’s (2013) repertoire of political responsibility, there is the urgency to publicly expose 
structural injustice, and to make claims on those occupying positions of power and privilege. 
As guidance for individual and collective redress of structural processes of injustice, Young 
proposes four ‘parameters of reasoning’, based on the social positions agents hold: power 
(actual or potential ability), privilege (in relation to unjust structures), interest (felt by those 
harmed, but also by those who align their interests with the former), and collective ability 
(redirection of resources from formerly organised structures). I want to argue that Young’s 
appeal for responsibility for justice (across borders) provides a possibility for articulating 
political and ethical ideas, human rights and the subjective, contingent choices associated 
with the affects generated by transcultural exchanges. Justice does not have to contradict 
care deriving from affects; further, the dialogical relation between responsibility for justice 
and care could serve as standpoint from which to consider a feminist, cosmopolitan, 
understanding of co-belonging. A kind of embodied and mobile form of belonging, which 
Meskimmon says,      
resides at its etymological base – going along with – travelling together, taking 
the same path, sharing the journey. It is a belonging linked not to a fixed origin 
point, but to wayfaring, to the future and to the active generation of meaning 
between “fellow travellers”, communicating across differences. The agency of 
belonging is collective flow, not isolated dam-building (2011: 77). 
 
Understanding belonging as the agency potentially developed through a cosmopolitan 
approach to place-making denotes however the challenges involved in our current 
globalised condition of socio-spatial interdependency (and structural injustice), and the 
consequent need to foster a global dimension of translocal responsibility and care. For 
Bauman, this is where community is both missed and necessary to make present: ‘a 
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community woven together from sharing and mutual care; a community of concern and 
responsibility for the equal right to be human and the equal ability to act on that right’ (2001: 
150). Therefore, I contemplate how the model of place-making could combine 
responsibility for socio-spatial justice with care because their interweaving might offer the 
kind of embodied and mobile form of (cosmopolitan) belonging that is necessary to 
positively respond to a global dimension of socio-spatial interdependency. In order to 
address this question, I first identify the main features of care ethics. 
 
It is crucial to my development of the framework of place-making to formulate how care 
ethics might inform a feminist approach to cosmopolitan co-belonging. According to moral 
and political philosopher Virginia Held (2015), feminist accounts of moral theory have since 
the 1980s acknowledged the relevance of formerly ignored practices of care (like mothering, 
and the care for the ill and elderly); critical of Kantian-inspired and utilitarian moral values 
and their universalist principles, the ethics of care came forward with an attention to 
partiality, mutuality, particularity, and the importance of emotions and trust for moral 
theory.114 Initially seen in contrast and in response to dominant theories of justice (and the 
notion of an autonomous, equal, and rational subject), the perspective of care has, as Held 
points out, insisted on the idea of interdependency and social embeddedness; and, focussed 
on the experience of being cared for, understood as a life-sustaining condition (and value) 
for our existence. The notion of care promotes then the importance of interpersonal (and 
particular) bonds for socio-political and moral questions; it conveys both a series of practical 
activities, and a set of values upon which its practices are based and assessed. Therefore, 
for Held, ‘the ethics of care focuses on the cluster of values involved in fostering and 
maintaining caring relations – values such as trust, empathy, sensitivity, mutual 
                                                        
114 Held identifies the beginnings of care ethics ‘with Sara Ruddick’s [1989] exploration of mothering and 
the thinking it involves, Nel Noddings’ [1984] phenomenological account of caring, and Carol Gilligan’s 
[1982] psychological accounts of different and gender-related interpretations of moral problems’ (2015: 19).  
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consideration, solidarity, and responsiveness to need’ (2008: 51). This means that, and this 
is its challenge to liberal individualism, care ethics offers ‘vital resources for understanding 
community and shared identity’ (Held, 2008: 52). By examining ties of socio-spatial 
interdependency, a care perspective emphasises the situatedness of power relations in their 
different modes of interaction and potential cooperation. Such an interconnected approach 
is particularly important for a feminist cosmopolitan perspective; specifically, it exposes 
universalism as a rhetorical device for colonial, imperial, and capitalist narratives and 
purposes, and offers, in turn, care as the practice and set of values with which to engage in 
transcultural and translocal exchanges and thus, with which to mediate (and mitigate) 
conflict and violence.115 
 
I propose that responsibility (for socio-spatial justice) and care could be articulated through 
the different roles involved in a feminist cosmopolitan approach to the practice of place-
making. In this context, it is significant to note that the question of how to integrate justice 
and care (still) persists: whether by including care within theories of justice and repurpose 
dominant perspectives (Engster, 2007; Robinson, 2011), or, instead, by developing an 
alternative moral outlook which has priority over political theory (Held, 2015). A new moral 
theory can indeed be useful for the model of place-making, yet one that is conceived to be 
applied in conjunction (and not as opposing alternative) with political imperatives. In other 
words, a theory which can negotiate the importance of care practices with a critique of the 
manifold (gender, racial and other) hierarchies that dominant moral theories inspire could 
productively contribute to the aim of place-making to promote a shared, translocal, sense of 
responsibility and belonging through art-making. Held’s view on care ethics is, therefore, 
particularly valuable for the epistemological framework of place-making; she advances care 
                                                        
115 Feminist political theorist Joan Tronto argues about the significance of care ethics in guiding 
peacekeeping interventions in conflict situations, claiming that a ‘paradigm shift from “the right to 
intervene” to “the responsibility to protect” reflects the parallel paradigm shift from “rights”-based morality 
to an “ethic of care”’ (2008: 184).     
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‘as a comprehensive morality within which it can be appropriate to see various ethics of 
justice as applicable to the limited domains of the legal and political [and to] take the 
network of caring relations as the wider domain of society as a whole’ (2015: 27). With 
different domains in charge of addressing different concerns and values, and because 
multiple social relations (of families, friends and civil society) mean simultaneous partaking 
in various systems, ‘Persons navigate back and forth and around their positions as, say, 
parents and workers and citizens and plaintiffs and volunteers. In their different roles they 
can appropriately give priority to different moral values’ (Held, 2015: 27).116 This is also 
the case of Parsberg, who navigates through the role of the artist, researcher, witness, 
mediator, activist, and ally within her artistic practice. In Networking on the Wall (2006), 
for example, Parsberg produces a thorough account of the graffiti and other visual and 
textual marks painted on the Palestinian side of the annexation wall; not only does she 
document the wall through numerous photographs, she also conducts several interviews 
with Palestinian artists and cultural workers about the meanings and ethical-political 
implications of such marks. She thus engages in a critical and creative examination of the 
wall as a potential platform for the performance of international solidarity. At the same time, 
Parsberg’s art project (a collection of photographs, interviews, and essays) questions the 
function of art-making as an agent mediator to the conflict; as such, Parsberg’s activism is 
expressed in both her choice of topic and approach to art-making, that is to say, in the ethical 
negotiation of aesthetic, cultural, and socio-political elements pertaining to the different 
roles she embodies through her feminist cosmopolitan artistic practice. Parsberg’s artwork, 
therefore, conveys and materialises a combination of questions of responsibility and care. 
This all-encompassing orientation, focused on the ethical interconnectedness of the different 
roles, and the different socio-spatial relations that they establish, not only significantly 
redresses political notions and practices (of justice and freedom, for example); it also 
                                                        
116 Education and health are prime examples of how (welfare) state support and practical care of students 
and patients interweave the political system with values of care. 
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suggests that in moving across their various roles, artists both participate in and interconnect 
distinct webs of socio-spatial relations, through which they could, I claim, exercise both 
responsibility and care – an everyday cosmopolitan approach to place-making.  
 
It is necessary however to further elaborate on the potential of the role of the ally in the 
model of place-making; in this respect, I propose to consider everyday cosmopolitan 
approaches to place-making in relation to the role of the (feminist) ally. Specifically, my 
intention is to develop the notion of the artist/ally as that of someone who cares; someone 
whose sense of responsibility and belonging could be a relational effect of a cosmopolitan 
practice of place-making – a translocally expansive and all-encompassing everyday 
practice. This is also my tentative response to Parsberg’s pertinent anxieties (very similar to 
my own): 
What’s in my power? As the human being I am, born into a specific life situation, 
in a country: Sweden, in my profession: visual artist… what do I experience, 
what do I see, what do I react on? How come there’s a feeling that ones time is 
not free? That freedom of thought doesn’t cohere with freedom of act. What is 
it like to be occupied by something that has been forced upon you? What 
happens a person living in a country that is occupied? It’s not just that the land 
you walk on, the air space above your head and the water resources, are 
controlled, but also your communication with others, those who are outside the 
check points where you need specific laisser passé to go to work or take your 
children to school… Also your movements of thought become limited (2002). 
 
In spite of her worries, in my view Parsberg productively seizes her agency by embodying 
a position where the different roles of the artist, researcher, witness, mediator, activist, and 
ally responsibly care for each other. Yet, I want to argue, the role of the ally is key to a 
feminist ethical practice; in other words, it is through the role of the ally that all other roles 
can be ethically articulated. For instance, in A Heart from Jenin (2006), Parsberg includes 
some of Samah’s own video recordings into the final piece; in allowing for Samah to take 
charge of the camera and frame her perspective of her own story, and then integrating part 
of Samah’s footage into her artwork, Parsberg assumes the position of the ally – she takes 
on the responsibility for ethically negotiating and expressing specifically different 
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viewpoints. This articulation is possible because the role of the ally can combine care values 
with sustained questioning and responsibility, and it can convey the artist’s embodied sense 
of socio-spatial interconnectedness alongside her ethical commitment to translocal 
solidarity. Moreover, by enacting the role of the ally, and transforming their art-making into 
a conduit for relations of care, artists could establish alliances; the figure of the ally is the 
position from where progressive, counter-hegemonic alliance-making is possible.  
 
It is central to consider the figure of the ally as the protagonist of a feminist ethical practice 
because the role of the ally could sustain the expansion of translocal feminist solidarity and, 
in so doing, contribute to the purpose of transforming place through an everyday 
cosmopolitan approach to place-making. Fiona Robinson, another feminist political 
theorist, advances a critical idea that is significant for my development of place-making; 
she proposes care ethics as the foundation for a transnational feminist politics: 
If “care feminism” is not just an ethics, but also a set of claims about the politics 
of care – who cares and is cared for, and in what kind of micro and macro 
contexts – it becomes a viable starting point for a critical feminist theory of 
politics. Most importantly, it offers a basis for feminist solidarity across 
boundaries – of territory, race and culture, and class (2015: 305; original 
emphasis). 
 
By highlighting the ways in which everyday life relations of interdependency (both in acts 
of caregiving and caretaking) are interwoven with gender, racial, religious, sexual and other 
overlapping forms of discrimination and exclusion, care ethics undertakes a responsible 
translocally-led examination of care practices. As a result, it foregrounds care practices’ 
spatial politics, including the paradoxical ways in which some women’s empowerment 
corresponds with other women’s oppression.117 Further, in challenging hegemonic 
                                                        
117 For example, according to Robinson (2015), by signposting the relations between Western white 
women’s greater participation in the labour market, the increased privatisation of social reproduction, and 
the concurrent transnational migration of caregivers, predominantly women of colour from income-poor 
countries. Critically addressing these neo-colonial flows of migration, Robinson writes, ‘these so-called 




structures and unmasking their power relations, care ethics critically exposes the norms and 
mechanisms through which care is frequently devalued (both monetarily and socially), 
politically concealed, and feminised; proposing instead, care ‘as a social responsibility, an 
attribute of citizenship, and a basis of feminist solidarity’ (Robinson, 2015: 308). Hence, 
such an interconnected view on feminist moral claims and questions of governance 
importantly offers a critical feminist outlook for conceiving the role of the ally as a possible 
approach to translocal counter-hegemonic alliance-making, to insurgent cosmopolitanism 
(de Sousa Santos, 2006). My suggestion is that the combination of responsibility for justice 
across borders (Young, 2013) and care, as the foundation of ‘feminist solidarity across 
boundaries – of territory, race and culture, and class’ (Robinson, 2015: 305), productively 
articulates an embodied and mobile form of belonging, which could be materialised in the 
role of the artist/ally and her artistic practice. This perspective is useful to assert the potential 
of place-making to encourage a global dimension of translocal responsibility and care; a 
planetary sense of co-belonging which is transformative of place.  
 
A feminist spatiality for an everyday (cosmopolitan) practice of place-making  
 
I start by recalling the claim with which I began this chapter; namely, the importance of a 
critical and translocal interpretation of cosmopolitanism for establishing a feminist, 
ethically responsible, approach to an everyday practice of place-making. In other words, my 
assertion is that an embodied and mobile idea of co-belonging can foster an ethical-political 
commitment towards a global dimension of responsibility and care. This outline helps, in 
turn, to consider the interrelation between ethical and political imperatives which, I believe, 
is crucial for attesting to the potential of the model of place-making to reconcile a pluralistic 
approach to the construction of place with a sense of belonging (or community). As such, 
my examination follows Rosi Braidotti et al.’s notion of a ‘cosmo-politics of affective inter-
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dependence’, through which ‘The concept of cosmopolitanism, by regarding the 
coexistence of human beings on this planet as one (whether or not ideal) community, 
inherently calls for pan-human – albeit non-universalistic perspectives’ (2013: 3). 
Additionally, in her conception of a radical perspective of cosmopolitan interdependence, 
Braidotti argues for a ‘shared post-anthropocentric’ understanding of life as an affirmative 
force of planetary interconnection; as such, she states,  
A new pan-humanity needs to be formulated – a new cosmos-polis – that rests 
on critical distance from the universalism of the past and on the 
acknowledgement of the atrocities as well as the contradictions of colonialism, 
fascism and European genocides [....] A nomadic form of reflexive 
cosmopolitanism needs to start from a more sober account of the world-
historical events that show how the concept of “difference” functioned as a term 
to index discrimination and exclusion [This] is a crucial prerequisite for a non-
hierarchical model of cosmopolitanism to emerge (2013: 12).  
 
A new, planetary, cosmopolitan practice of ethical and political accountability implies, 
therefore, adopting a particularly reflexive perspective – an embodied and mobile, feminist 
and cosmopolitan epistemology; ‘In its nomadic variable, it can be extended into a 
cartographic method of accounting for multiple differences within any subject position […] 
explored and rendered as analyses of power-locations and power-relations’ (Braidotti, 2013: 
16). Importantly, for Braidotti (1994), nomadism is an epistemological and political form 
of resistance to hegemonic (‘phallogocentric’) understandings of subjectivity.118 Hence, a 
cartographic reading of one’s location emphasises, according to Braidotti, the power 
relations (actual and potential) through which different subject-positions participate in the 
processes of global mobility. This reflexive cartography indicates, moreover, a potential 
mode of interconnecting an embodied sense of belonging with the translocal (and nomadic) 
dimension of cosmopolitanism; as such, it offers the model of place-making a frame of 
reference to map the simultaneously embodied and mobile spatiality of a feminist ethics of 
spatial transformation.  
                                                        
118 The nomadic form of consciousness advanced by Braidotti ‘combines features that are usually perceived 
as opposing, namely the possession of a sense of identity that rests not on fixity but on contingency. [It] 
combines coherence with mobility’ (1994: 31).  
	 216	
It is important for my elaboration of the theory of place-making to align a critique of both 
moral universalism and liberal individualism with a situated ‘cosmo-politics’ of co-
belonging. Braidotti’s ‘cosmo-politics of affective inter-dependence’ unfolds a relational 
and mobile subjectivity; such process-oriented and nomadic understanding of subjectivity 
entails: 
a double commitment, on the one hand, to processes of change and on the other 
to a strong sense of community – of “our” being in this together. Our co-
presence, that is to say the simultaneity of our being in the world together sets 
the tune for the ethics of our interaction. It consequently opens out towards the 
issue of new forms of cosmopolitan belonging (2013: 19; original emphasis).  
 
In order to reconcile processes of counter-hegemonic change (towards pluralistic 
approaches to the construction of place) with a sense of co-belonging (or community), I 
propose returning to community-building practices, and to consider them in relation to the 
‘new forms of cosmopolitan belonging’ (Braidotti, 2013: 19) – where social interaction and 
cooperation is nurtured, and through which the feminist project of (global) socio-spatial 
transformation could take place.  
 
To analyse possible interrelations between processes of change and belonging, I briefly look 
at space and place from the perspective of the ‘common/s’; my purpose is to reflect on how 
the material and affective aspects of community practices engaged in the ‘commoning’ of 
resources – like land, air, water, digital services, languages, mobility, and values – might 
instigate an inclusive sense of co-belonging. Specifically, I follow feminist Marxist scholar 
Silvia Federici’s call for the ‘production of “commoning” practices, starting with new 
collective forms of reproduction, confronting the divisions that have been planted among us 
along the lines of race, gender, age, and geographical location’ (2012: 12). The notion of 
the ‘commons’ has, according to Federici, gained increased relevance in contemporary 
social movements (and theory) because of the failure of the idea of statist revolution (which, 
in the last decades, has weakened radical movements in their efforts to create alternatives 
	 217	
to capitalism) and, due to a more acute understanding of the potential consequences of 
neoliberal capitalism’s effort to control different forms of life and knowledge. As such, the 
commons offer an alternative to both the state and the market, and works as a unifying 
concept for counter-hegemonic (anticapitalistic) political possibilities (Federici, 2012). Like 
de Sousa Santos’ (2006) notion of insurgent cosmopolitanism, Federici’s counter-
hegemonic movement of reclaiming the commons and ‘commoning’ the material means of 
production ‘can only be accomplished through a long-term process of consciousness raising, 
cross-cultural exchange, and coalition building’ (2012: 144). Moreover, from a feminist 
perspective of translocal relations (of solidarity), this process of decoupling livelihood from 
the hegemonic global marketplace, and the warfare which invariably sustains and fosters it, 
is only possible in the refusal to see oneself separate from others; as Federici argues,  
if “commoning” has any meaning, it must be the production of ourselves as a 
common subject. This is how we must understand the slogan “no commons 
without community” […] Community as a quality of relations, a principle of 
cooperation and responsibility: to each other, the earth, the forests, the seas, the 
animals (2012, 145).  
 
This is where the values of care come in as indispensable markers for creating opportunities 
and developing practices of cooperation and shared responsibility, and as ways to ‘put an 
end to the separation between the personal and the political, political activism and the 
reproduction of everyday life’ (Federici, 2012: 147).119 From this standpoint, where 
community is viewed as a quality of relations, and as means of production of shared 
practices of responsibility and care; a feminist cosmopolitan approach to place-making can 
begin to delineate its global (translocal) counter-hegemonic spatiality, as I clarify.   
 
The production of commons, of shared practices of responsibility and care, can pave the 
way for the creation of counter-hegemonic meanings and values associated with these 
                                                        
119 Federici’s feminist activist work on questions of reproduction – ‘the complex of activities and relations 
by which our life and labor are daily reconstituted’ (2012: 5), includes the famous, and revolutionary, 
international campaign Wages for Housework (WfH), initiated in 1972.  
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practices’ co-production. The resulting ‘commoning’ of values thus raises critical 
implications for the expansion of translocal feminist solidarity through a cosmopolitan 
approach to place-making. Specifically, it potentially tackles the issue of creating relations 
of solidarity between different and dispersed struggles by engaging in the co-production of 
values. For example, Parsberg’s work, introduced in the previous section, illustrates how 
the artist can participate in the co-production of meanings through her transcultural mode 
of art-making. In Networking on the Wall (2006), Parsberg contributes, through her 
documentation of visual and textual marks on the wall, to the expansion and circulation of 
meanings around cultural resistance; according to Parsberg, the wall can be seen as a support 
for a practice of ‘network as resistance’ (2006). However, crucial to my argument are 
Parsberg’s discussions with Palestinian artists and cultural workers which, I want to claim, 
constitute a way of engaging in the ‘commoning’ of meanings; that is, her documentation 
and online publication of these exchanges demonstrate her commitment to an ethics of 
translocal cooperation and shared responsibility (for socio-spatial justice), alongside the co-
production of values. In this respect, Massimo De Angelis’ political economic study of the 
commons brings about an additional dimension to the co-production of values; taking into 
account that 
values are the socially produced meanings people give to action, the problematic 
of the circulation of struggle, the question of the effectiveness and organisational 
reach of struggle, is one with that of the production of common value practices 
in opposition to the value practices of capital (2007: 239; original emphasis). 
 
Contrasting capital’s production of ‘enclosures’ (of knowledge, communication, means of 
production, care, and so on) with the commons produced by subjects in struggle and their 
allies suggests, according to De Angelis, that ‘“revolution” is not struggling for commons, 
but through commons, not for dignity, but through dignity’ (2007: 239; original emphasis). 
In this sense, Networking on the Wall exemplifies a possible way of ‘commoning’ the wall 
– of collectively transforming a physical and symbolic structure of colonial separation into 
a potential space of resistance. The counter-hegemonic modes of art-making which are at 
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stake (and the transcultural practices with them associated) could thus move, in my view, 
beyond ideological divisions and, possibly, ideological structures altogether. Although this 
is not quite what De Angelis claims, movements of ‘alter-globalisation’, he suggests, 
significantly entail 
Responsibility for the whole, but also dignity of the parts understood as 
autonomously positing their own measures; trust for the “other”, but also 
critique of one’s position within the whole; inclusiveness of needs and 
aspirations, but also respect for different voices; participatory horizontality of 
political processes, but also definition of priorities; urgency of action, but also 
time for communication (2007: 243; original emphasis). 
 
These are key characteristics to think about in developing an embodied and mobile spatiality 
for feminist solidarity, not in national (or transnational) but rather in translocal terms. The 
model of place-making thus aims to advance a pluralistic spatiality based on translocal 
relations between different practices engaged in the co-production of meanings and the 
‘commoning' of values, out of which an inclusive sense of belonging (understood as part of 
a ‘common’ global dimension of socio-spatial interdependency) can be enacted.  
 
In a project of conceiving a global (translocal) dimension for a cosmopolitan approach to 
place-making as this one, it is important to point out the various ways in which shared space 
(territory, ecosystem, planet) suggests socio-spatial interconnectedness, and to assert our 
global condition of interdependence as a vital emancipatory force for a pluralistic spatiality. 
Such inclusive socio-spatial outlook involves, I propose, active partaking in the co-
production of knowledge, meanings and values; the ‘commoning’ which results from shared 
practices of responsibility and care. In this regard, the epistemological framework of place-
making intends to uphold a global dimension of responsibility and care by encouraging an 
ethics of sharing, both as a mode of thought and as an everyday practice. The political 
implications of extending responsibility and care to a global configuration of relations of 
socio-spatial interdependency though are quite significant. Such all-encompassing exercise 
entails not only to refuse to see oneself separate from others as already noted, but also to 
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acknowledge the need to shift normative-inspired perceptions of oneself, of one’s 
subjectivity, such as the idea of an independent, autonomous and rational subject in full 
control of her life and decisions, as it is promoted by dominant neoliberalist ideologies. This 
process of de-familiarization and reterritorialization of normative perspectives of the self is 
aptly described by Braidotti in her account of ‘the becoming-world of subjectivity itself – 
as an open-ended, interrelational, multi-sexed, and trans-species flows of becoming by 
interaction with multiple others’ (2013: 20). Braidotti’s post-human ethical account of 
otherness is again relevant because it insists that transversal, non-hierarchical, relations of 
solidarity can arise from the understanding of our condition of planetary simultaneous co-
presence, of our becoming ‘with’ multiple others. In my view, the idea of planetary co-
presence as precursor of the transformation of subjectivity productively informs the kind of 
ethicality which might underpin translocal responsibility and care – an ethicality shaped by 
the enactment and affirmation of our becoming, together. Furthermore, through Braidotti’s 
radical philosophy of subjective processes of nomadic transformation, what she terms 
‘biocentered egalitarianism’, new forms of belonging/becoming can evolve. That is,   
Becoming-animal/non-human consequently is a process of redefinition of one’s 
sense of attachment and connection to a shared world, a territorial space. It 
expresses multiple ecologies of belonging [and the] unfolding of the self onto 
the world and the enfolding within of the world – a becoming-world that goes 
beyond the superficial planetary flows of global capital (2013: 23). 
 
The transformation of place, of socio-spatial interconnections, expressed through ‘multiple 
ecologies of belonging’ is central to a feminist everyday cosmopolitan practice of place-
making. Processes of belonging, which include the ‘redefinition of one’s sense of attachment 
and connection to a shared world, a territorial space’ (Braidotti, 2013:23), uncover the 
subjective dimension through which shared responsibility and care could be exercised: by 
participating in the co-production of value practices (through transcultural modes of art-
making), practitioners working with place-making could enact proposals for the redefinition 
of our senses of belonging and place. In this sense, artworks and their co-produced 
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meanings, could convey an everyday cosmopolitan approach to place-making by reflexively 
affirming pluralistic futures of belonging, as I illustrate in the next chapter. 
 
Turning from transcultural modes of art-making to the translocal geography of 
cosmopolitan approaches to place-making, I have attempted to demonstrate that the 
resulting multi-located sense of belonging can foster a global dimension of responsibility 
and care. Guided by a feminist ethics of translocality, artists and other practitioners drawing 
from the framework of place-making could instigate the redefinition of our subjective senses 
of belonging and place by proposing cosmopolitan accounts of socio-spatial 
interdependency. The reflexive component of a feminist cosmopolitan approach to the 
practice of place-making moreover, could assist artists in critically navigating through their 
different socio-cultural roles and engaging responsibility and caring across distinct webs of 
socio-spatial relations, in turn, upholding a feminist ethics of translocal solidarity. Such 
counter-hegemonic model of socio-cultural transformation, based on the co-production of 
value practices activated through transcultural modes of art-making aims to advance, I 
reiterate, an inclusive understanding of belonging and thus an everyday commitment to a 







Stories from the perspective of piles – a final example of place-making 
 
The art installation Stories from the perspective of piles (2017) by För Künkel and myself 
illustrates our attempt at actualising a global dimension of shared responsibility and care.120 
Inspired by the translocal geography of feminist ethics, we explored the redefinition of our 
subjective senses of belonging by engaging in a shared semi-fictional journey about socio-
spatial interdependency. Following a feminist cosmopolitan approach to place-making 
(proposed in Chapter 4), the work intends to demonstrate features of a simultaneously 
embodied and mobile spatiality. Specifically, the installation materialises our endeavour to 
engender a creative and critically reflexive expression of our personal experiences, and 
audio-visual documentation partially produced during our journey through Occupied 
Palestine in 2016. Participating in the Freedom Bus 2016, and then travelling through 
different parts of the West Bank on our own initiative (both separately and together), were 
deeply transformative experiences for us; experiential forms of awakening to the complexity 
of interconnections between socio-cultural and ethical-political questions, which only one 
year later could we begin to grasp, both intellectually and emotionally. Indeed, once back 
in our ‘European’ homes we were confronted with more unsettling questions than those we 
carried throughout our journey. The most challenging one though, was how to convey the 
particular situatedness of the kinds of experiences and knowledge which we accumulated? 
And, specifically in the context of an artwork, how to depict the pervasiveness of socio-
political fragmentation that we witnessed? How to portray the violent permeation of 
colonial, capitalist, and patriarchal occupation, from our standpoints, and based on our 
                                                        
120 Please refer to the Artistic Portfolio for visual documentation of this artwork.  
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white, middle class, female positions? In other words, how to enact the role of the ally in a 
specific instance of artistic place-making? In order to address these research questions in 
their entirety rather than separately, in the paragraphs that follow I describe and examine 
this last artwork in relation to the already outlined theoretical framework; thus hoping to 
offer a stimulating account of a collaborative exercise in the renewal of ethico-political 
agency manifested in the co-production of meanings and value practices through art-
making, that is, through the artistic practice of place-making.  
 
Stories from the perspective of piles (2017), comprises a collection of twenty one 
photographs taken by För Künkel and myself during our journey throughout Occupied 
Palestine in March 2016, fictional and non-fictional text, and seven pictures of different 
model piles of sand and stone; assembled in seven interconnected episodes, the artwork was 
displayed on a brick wall of the cellar of a non-profit public cultural institution in Göttingen, 
Germany.121 Very simply put, the installation is an artistic exploration of piles and the 
different meanings they can evoke in relation to the socio-spatial, political, economic, and 
ecological contexts in which they might find themselves. A pile refers to a heap of things 
placed on top of each other; an object made of several individual and smaller units. Yet, a 
pile can also be seen to testify to how different places are interconnected; specifically, the 
sites of extraction of natural resources with the sites of construction. Throughout the process 
of their formation, piles accumulate numerous trajectories, both physical and narrative. For 
example, depending on their specific location and surrounding physical and political 
context, piles can indicate the place of a future infrastructure, or of a recently destroyed 
building or landscape; or, like in most cases across Occupied Palestine, where permanent 
acts of rebuilding take place, piles (of rubble) also suggest defiance and a mode of 
                                                        
121 The work was exhibited as part of a photography exhibition by Anika Machura (a fellow participant of 
the Freedom Bus 2016). The exhibition ran from the 22nd January to the 12th February 2017 at the 
Künstlerhaus Göttingen, Germany.   
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resistance. In the context of our work’s exhibition in the Künstlerhaus Göttingen, our 
approach to the concept/object of piles also attempts to allude to the temporary nature of the 
elements in display (their materiality and the transitory character of the stories they refer 
to), and of the building itself which dates back to 1742, thus signposting the interrelation 
between spatial movement of resources and people’s efforts to envision places and futures 
of belonging.  
 
 
Stories from the perspective of piles (2017) Model pile 
 
The starting point of our exploration of socio-spatial interdependency was to consider a 
multifaceted and translocal perspective of the potential meanings and the materiality of 
piles; specifically, to view them as mobile interlocutors between different places (the pile’s 
place of origin, its several stops, and where it will possibly settle) and, to bring attention to 
the various trajectories and connotations which piles can amass. This task was critically and 
creatively addressed by aligning images with text in a way that evokes a multilayered 
narrative both within each episode and through their juxtaposition. The installation’s spatial 
layout is as follows: every one of the seven episodes comprises a photograph of a model 
pile and printed text, both arranged on a panel; additionally, and establishing a visual 
connection between the episodes there are single and grouped photographs depicting urban 
and rural landscapes, and infrastructures’ details. On an adjacent wall, a smaller panel with 
a photograph next to it introduces the viewer to the work’s concept. The single and grouped 
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photographs, which were taken in several parts of the West Bank, include gravel pits, 
demolished structures, details of buildings and construction materials, cityscapes, and rural 
landscapes – a series of stills aiming to recall the ubiquitous mobility of resources, and 
place’s interconnectedness.122 Importantly though, there are no people represented in any of 
the photographs. A decision which was informed by a twofold concern; first, to move away 
from an ethnographic portrait-like approach and allow the viewer to more freely embody 
her own relationship with the content of the work, displace its coordinates and relocate them 
elsewhere and, secondly, to creatively challenge the rhetoric of ‘land without people for 
people without land’, which rightly criticizes the visual depiction of Occupied Palestine 
through unpopulated imagery.123  
 
 
Stories from the perspective of piles (2017) Documentation of installation (details), Göttingen, Germany 
                                                        
122 As pointed out by art theorists Emily Eliza Scott & Kirsten J. Swenson, ‘Derived from the Dutch word 
landschap, landscape by definition acknowledges the mutual “shaping” of land and people’ (2015: 3; 
original emphasis).  
123 Here, it is worth mentioning another point raised by Scott & Swenson, which further highlights the 
paradox at stake; specifically, that ‘the land, in its liveliness and constant flux, itself possesses a peculiar 
power to obscure. In other words, the very entity that bears the imprint of – gives spatial form to – various 
social, political, economic, biological, geological, and climatic operations, also erodes evidence of its own 
production’ (2015: 6).  
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Regarding the text in each one of the seven panels – presented both in English and German 
– we produced a mixture of fictional and non-fictional accounts arranged in three 
consecutive instances. The first is a semi-fictional diary entry, followed by an informative 
part, and finally a philosophically inspired description, as episode four, included here in its 
entirety, demonstrates:   
4. Thursday - Hebron, H1 / H2, West Bank 
We are walking towards the centre of Hebron. In order to enter this area, we 
have to pass a checkpoint that is built into an old city gate. It is narrow and 
dark, and the presence of machine guns makes me feel tense and claustrophobic. 
As we walk through the streets, we come across a small construction site with a 
big pile next to it. A large hole in the ground reveals a fragment of the sewage 
system that spans across the subterranean part of this historic city. In contrast 
to the street-level reality, there are no checkpoints underground. 
Since the 1997 Hebron Protocol, Palestinians cannot access the centre of Hebron 
unless they hold a special permit from the Israeli military. The few Palestinian 
residents and shop owners that do have access to the area have to share the 
desolate streets with the speeding cars of Jewish settlers and the Israeli army. 
This creates an atmosphere of abandonment right at the centre of this 6000-year-
old commercial hub. 
The fundamental condition of the pile is incomplete and fragmentary; it has a 
permanent fleeting nature. Regardless of how much we try to fix our gaze, the 
pile slips away in the fractures of its geometrical forms. As a consequence, it 
directs our thoughts to what we are seeing but even more so to what we are not 
seeing. 
 
Comparable to the photographic images’ conceptual approach, the text does not refer to a 
single moment, but rather to a non-linear sequence of different (value) practices. The 
various tones and rhythms of the textual accounts, and the collage of chronologies, were 
thought of as an ‘entangled’ temporal arrangement, which could challenge more 
conventional textual compositions. The combination of seeming captions with factual text 
and speech balloons was the mechanism we chose to explore the margins, limits, and 
borders of the spatial narratives we wanted to communicate. It followed an understanding 
of narratives’ critical role in the construction and dissemination of mobile accounts of place 




7. Wednesday – Occupied East Jerusalem 
We are walking through the Old City of Occupied East Jerusalem – a hectic 
melange of pilgrims, tourists, and very diverse inhabitants. It is also an 
overwhelmingly monochromatic experience as all the buildings are made of a 
very specific beige-coloured stone. This place embodies most of the 
contradictions I have experienced throughout this journey. We have arrived at 
the centre of narration, on which the edifice of religious and cultural 
valorisation has been built. 
The different limestones found in the area are commonly gathered under the 
name of ‘Jerusalem Stone’. The association of the origin of the stone with ‘holy 
land’ has led to a consecration of this material and its excessive use for 
commercial purposes. Rocks quarried by Israeli companies in the West Bank are 
sold worldwide at a high price, as messengers of the sacred that the ‘holy land’ 
stands for.   
Stones, sand, and soil are valuable building materials but once they are 
consecrated or mystified they acquire strong narrative qualities. In these 
situations, the raw material is imbued with elevated cultural and monetary 
value, thus carrying a deep political impact. 
 
Conceiving an art installation where imagery occupies more visual (and physical) space but 
where text assumes a critically supportive role (in material, aesthetic and ethical-political 
terms) was a crucial step of our collaborative devising process. It results from our intention 
to convey the multiplicity of intertwined connections among socio-spatial relations, culture, 
politics, mobility, and material resources by subverting the symbolic and representative 
relations between the explicit and implicit elements on display. Moreover, the piece’s 
amalgam of discursive modes mirrors the ways we experienced the narratives of oppression 
in Occupied Palestine; specifically, the ways personal and political accounts continuously 
overlaid each other, every time producing further textual ramifications, and new meanings. 
Such mobile approach to discourse (extensively analysed in Chapter 3) importantly 
encapsulates an active, performative form of resistance which we were eager to 
communicate, and amplify. Further, in our attempt at enacting the role of the ally, we aimed 
at pointing towards the kind of nomadism which emerges from the need and wish to 
overcome material, socio-cultural, and political borders through an unfixed, yet precisely 
situated, discursive practice. In this regard, this form of discursive nomadism ‘is not fluidity 
without borders but rather an acute awareness of the nonfixity of boundaries. It is the intense 
desire to go on trespassing, transgressing’ (Braidotti; 1994: 36); a desire, I add, for inclusive 
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and emancipatory socio-political alternatives which reverberates in us, and translates into 
our commitment to the (nomadic) position of the feminist ally.  
  
The montage of elements within each panel follows a similar conceptual take: the 
photographs of model piles and the printed text do not express a straightforward connection; 
the images do not provide an illustration of the text’s content or vice-versa. Although there 
is a visible relation between model piles and the text’s references, these links are not visually 
in sync, they are off-screen or off-stage. For example, the apparent preparation involved in 
the composition of each model pile transforms the photographed object into a sort of abstract 
entity, which contrasts with the very tangible descriptions included in the text. With a 
timeless, quasi artificial character, the single photographs of different model piles at once 
occupy a centre-stage role and serve as background for the other visual and textual parts. In 
this way, the work proposes a series of ‘aesthetic encounters’, which for cultural 
geographers Harriet Hawkins & Elizabeth Straughan ‘are marked by variations in distance 
and proximity. For, to cast the various modes of the aesthetic spatially, is to find both a 
geographical imagination premised on distance and one based in proximity and intimacy’ 
(2015: 10). Furthermore, the narrative framing of both images and text was devised with 
the intention of keeping a certain formal indeterminacy which could stimulate different 
readings beyond more orthodox ways of presenting/reading artwork in gallery spaces. A 
choice that is very much in line with the way I engage with my collaborative art practice: 
where we conceive our dialogic exchange (or, for that matter, any of the works’ elements) 
not as a self-enclosed structure, but rather as a contingent expression of a situated (and 
historical) relational process of collaboration. As such, Stories from the perspective of piles 
(2017) is one possible materialisation of the spatio-temporal traces of our journey through 
the West Bank (differently experienced and remembered by both of us), which we 
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recuperated, moulded, added, and transformed (the imagery, meanings and values, 
memories, and materiality) through the process of our artistic collaboration.  
 
The transcultural dialogue and exchange of artistic collaboration is the relational process 
through which not only materials but also subjects can be transformed; in the event of 
making together, in the here and now of devising artwork, we can create the cultural politics 
of the socio-spatial connections among ourselves and the different elements involved 
(something which I examine in detail in Chapter 2). We can envision alternative socio-
spatial formations which originate from the very position of our collaboration – an 
embodied and transitory location which is, nonetheless, intrinsically connected to multiple 
other fictional and non-fictional places, both present and absent from our conversations. If, 
as Lucy Lippard states, ‘A place in a culture is a place to speak from’ (1997: 15), then place-
making is the place from where we cooperate in order to imagine and enact possible futures 
of belonging in/through art-making, and generate spatial narratives which are open to a 
future that, we hope, will not replicate past ones. The future, according to Rosi Braidotti,  
as an active object of desire propels us forth and motivates us to be active in the 
here and now of a continuous present that calls for resistance […] A prophetic 
or visionary dimension is necessary in order to secure an affirmative hold over 
the cosmopolitan ideal, as the launching pad for sustainable becoming or 
qualitative transformations (2013: 24). 
 
In this sense, the goal of this project, of the theory of place-making, is to propel artists and 
practitioner-researchers to produce new cosmopolitan journeys out of reflexive critical 
analysis of previous and current ones. As such, in this thesis, I offer an account of my 
epistemological itinerary; in other words, the model of place-making follows my own 
epistemological and ethical-political journey through a persistent process of theoretical 
interrogation in order to try to create a thorough, transdisciplinary blueprint for new modes 
of thinking about practice, within and beyond art-making. The set of principles proposed 
under, or next to, the term ‘place-making’ thus aims to activate transformative socio-spatial 
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change, ‘in the here and now’, to enable pluralistic formations of belonging; that is, to spark 
emancipatory ways of thinking and enact new, radically progressive, socio-spatial 
landscapes.  
 
In this thesis therefore, I make the case for place-making as a theory to be practiced through 
multiple and varied interconnections and alliances. I advance a theoretically informed model 
of practice which intends to confront hegemonic ideas of socio-spatial ordering and control 
(based on exploitation, commodification, and exclusion) by exposing the socio-political 
impact of normalised features which condition spatial relations and prevent ethical concerns 
from having a prominent role in the making of places. This, implies, I propose, creating 
alternative modes of engagement with art-making, and devising new ethical-political spatial 
configurations which can unfold an ethical reading of socio-spatial interconnectedness and 
interdependency. Thus, in this practice-as-research project, I have identified existing and 
created new approaches to art-making which, in my view, develop progressive, sometimes 
radical, ways of addressing socio-spatial and ethical-political issues. I have analysed my 
own artistic practice (six artworks in total) and discussed the work of other artists – Lina 
Saneh & Rabih Mroué, Yael Ronen & Ensemble, Ivana Müller & Bojana Kunst, The 
Freedom Theatre, and Cecilia Parsberg – all of which I identified as examples of practices 
which counteract neoliberal capitalist ideologies regarding their dominant socio-spatial 
relations.  
 
Importantly, what defines artistic practices of place-making (regardless of their media, 
format, or genre) is that their practitioners engage with spatial politics by openly 
foregrounding an ethical-political concern with the spatial conditions of their cultural 
production – by critically and creatively exercising a self-reflexive ethical-political form of 
agency in space. Because the theory of place-making springs from processual and inter-
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relational ideas of place, its practice can, I claim, engender dialogic cartographies that bear 
pluralistic modes of social and ethical-political engagement which creatively disrupt 
dominant ideologies. Therefore, by offering a nuanced and multi-layered understanding of 
the relation between contemporary art-making and socio-spatial and ethical-political 
change, the model of place-making that I propose can positively contribute to the various 
discussions about the role of cultural production in current market-driven societies. 
Moreover, by observing questions of spatial politics in artworks that fall outside the 
category of site-specific, by looking at dialogic modes of art-making as sites of potential 
inclusive and progressive socio-spatial relations, and by considering place and mobility 
outside a Western-centred geography of artistic production, the theory of place-making can 
also contribute to expanding notions of site-specificity. Further, as my research inquiry is 
based upon a situated dialogue between practice (artistic modes of spatial production, 
performance, occupation, and transformation conveyed through various media) and 
transdisciplinary theory, it puts forward a framework for guiding artistic practice based on 
a novel way of approaching practice-as-research; specifically, the project advances a 
transdisciplinary and mobile praxis as a model for interconnecting research questions with 
research methods.   
 
As a culturally situated practice, I suggest that place-making can help practitioners in 
sustaining a critical and self-reflexive examination of the ways places can be produced, 
performed, occupied, and transformed through processes of art-making. I have approached 
this task in a number of ways, encapsulated here in a concise summary. Firstly, by engaging 
with the production of a mobile conception of place by means of analysing the relationality 
of spatial narratives and their intersecting scales (and viewpoints) – something I address in 
Chapter 1, where I also advance ‘environmental inter-relations’ as an accountable approach 
to spatial interconnectedness, through which artists’ subjective socio-spatial experiences 
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can productively inform a multi-scale approach to place. Secondly, by exploring artistic 
collaboration (and its dialogic format) as a place of intersection and exchange of 
collaborators’ situated and subjective experiences of place and mobility, and as a location 
of critical and feminist pedagogical praxis; this is examined in Chapter 2, alongside the 
ethical-political potential of relations of friendship to contribute to the performance of 
mobile, counter-hegemonic, specifically feminist socio-spatial relations through 
collaborative art-making. Thirdly, by considering the spatiality of projects of cultural 
resistance and their efforts to establish non-essentialist alliances through the mobilisation 
of supressed narratives and contingent discourses of community; this is discussed in Chapter 
3, where I analyse the improvised format of Playback Theatre and the counter-hegemonic 
potential of its mobile narratives in relation to the spatial politics of community-building 
processes. Finally, by examining how feminist ethics can support a global dimension of 
socio-spatial interconnectedness and interdependence. Specifically, how critical ideas of 
cosmopolitanism productively intersect with responsibility and ethics of care, offering an 
all-encompassing sense of belonging (and community), which does not undermine 
pluralistic socio-spatial relations, and assists, in turn, the co-production of values. Thus, in 
Chapter 4, I affirm that by engaging in different forms of shared responsibility and care, the 
role of the feminist ally can contribute to translocal feminist solidarity, and the 
transformation of place. I propose that cosmopolitanism, responsibility and care ethics are 
indispensable features of a global dimension of co-belonging, and thus of an everyday 
commitment to the practice of place-making.  
 
Based on a multi-media practice and a transdisciplinary spatial theory, this thesis puts 
forward an artistic model of place-making with the purpose of instigating the emergence of 
counter-hegemonic cartographies of socio-spatial relations – by looking at the spatial 
production of mobile and temporary geographies in art-making, the spatial performance of 
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friendship in artistic collaboration, the spatial occupation of cultural resistance through 
alliance-making, and the spatial transformation of feminist ethics through translocal artistic 
practice. As such, the project brings about a socio-cultural and ethical-political perspective 
on how processes of art-making might generate an inclusive and multi-located ‘sense of 
place’ and belonging; like bell hooks’ theories of travel, which ‘produced outside 
conventional borders might want the Journey to become the rubric within which travel, as 
a starting point for discourse, is associated with different headings [than imperialism] – rites 
of passage, immigration, enforced migration, relocation, enslavement, and homelessness’ 
(2009: 100). My aim however is that the headings of spatial production, performance, 
occupation, and transformation that I navigate in this thesis can help to shape a translocal 
geography for the practice of place-making; a geography that is hospitable to a feminist 
ethics of cosmopolitanism, enacted through a dialogue between transdisciplinary critical 
theory and collaborative, transcultural, artistic practice. If ‘Theorizing diverse journeying is 
crucial to our understanding of any politics of location’ (hooks, 2009: 100), then I hope, 
once more, that the project at stake here gathers, through its ongoing renewal of theoretical 
frames of reference, enough contradictions to raise significant further questions. Hopefully, 
this is a contagious hope because, as Braidotti writes, ‘The motivation for the social 
construction of hope is grounded in a profound sense of responsibility and accountability’ 
(2013: 24). This sense of responsibility and accountability compels me to recall my initial 
references and consequent spatial formulations; specifically, Doreen Massey’s work and 
my ensuing proposition of place-making as a model of practice, as a framework for a critical 
theory of artistic practice guided by an explorative spatiality, and concerned with the role 
of socio-spatial relations and their politics in contemporary culture. Now, towards the end 
of this written thesis, looking back at Massey’s notion of a global sense of place and its, I 
add, cosmopolitan eventfulness, as a ‘sphere of relations, of contemporaneous multiplicity, 
and as always under construction’ (2005: 148), it continues to seem to me both very simple 
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and extremely complex. The seductiveness of the paradox however I take as a sign that the 
journey towards shared responsibility, care, and belonging progresses, and that the 
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